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1 SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 

2 NOVEMBER 20, 2013-9:05 A.M. 

0 ***** 

4 ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE BUSHEY: THE 

5 COMMISSION WILL COME TO ORDER. 

6 THIS IS THE TIME AND PLACE SET FOR 

7 THE EVIDENTIARY HEARING IN ORDER INSTITUTING 



8 RULEMAKING ON THE COMMISSION'S OWN MOTION TO 

9 ADOPT NEW SAFETY AND RELIABILITY REGULATIONS 

10 FOR TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION PIPELINES 

11 AND RELATED RATEMAKING MECHANISMS. THIS IS 

12 RULEMAKING 11-02-019. 

13 GOOD MORNING. I'M ADMINISTRATIVE 

14 LAW JUDGE MARIBETH BUSHEY, THE ASSIGNED 

15 ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE TO THIS PROCEEDING. 

16 I AM EXPECTING THE ASSIGNED COMMISSIONER 

17 COMMISSIONER FLORIO FOR PART OF THE HEARING 

18 TODAY. HE WILL BE IN AND OUT. HE HAD SOME 

19 UNAVOIDABLE CONFLICTS. 

20 WE WILL BEGIN TODAY WITH A SUMMARY 

21 FROM THE PARTIES REGARDING A WORKSHOP THAT 

22 WAS HELD YESTERDAY. I'D LIKE TO HEAR WHAT 

23 ISSUES WERE RESOLVED IN THE WORKSHOP AND MORE 

24 IMPORTANTLY WHAT ISSUES REMAIN TO BE RESOLVED 

25 TODAY IN THE CROSS-EXAMINATION. 

26 SHALL WE BEGIN, I GUESS WITH THE 

27 PARTIES AS OPPOSED TO THE APPLICANT PG&E, OR 

28 MR. MALKIN, WOULD YOU LIKE TO BEGIN WITH A 
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1 STATUS REPORT? 



2 MR. MALKIN: WE'RE HAPPY TO HAVE MR. 

3 SINGH DO THAT. AS YOU KNOW, I WAS NOT THERE. 

4 ALJ BUSHEY: THAT'S RIGHT. 

5 MR. MALKIN: BUT MR. SINGH WAS. AND WE 

6 ALSO AT LEAST BELIEVE THAT THE MINUTES THAT 

7 WE CIRCULATED LAST NIGHT ARE AN ACCURATE 

8 REFLECTION OF WHAT OCCURRED. AND I GUESS 

9 WE'LL HEAR FROM THE PARTIES WHETHER THERE'S 

10 ANY DISAGREEMENT ABOUT THAT. BUT I WOULD 

11 SUGGEST WE BEGIN WITH MR. SINGH GIVING AN 

12 ORAL REPORT. 

13 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. 

14 MS. PAULL: ORA DOES NOT FIND THE 

15 MINUTES COMPLETELY ACCURATE, AND MR. ROBERTS 

16 CAN EXPLAIN HOW. MR. ROBERTS CAN-

17 ALJ BUSHEY: ALL RIGHT. THE MINUTES 

18 ARE NOT IN THE RECORD. SO LET'S START WITH 

19 MR. SINGH'S EXPLANATION OF WHAT HE THOUGHT 

20 HAPPENED YESTERDAY, AND THEN TO THE EXTENT 

21 THE OTHER PARTIES DISAGREE WITH HIS 

22 EXPLANATION, WE CAN THEN ADDRESS THOSE 

23 DISAGREEMENTS. 

24 SO MR. SINGH, DO YOU WANT TO JUST 

25 COME FORWARD TO THE COUNSEL TABLE HERE SO 

26 THAT YOU CAN BE HEARD. 

27 MR. SINGH: GOOD MORNING, YOUR HONOR. 

28 GOOD MORNING ALL. IN TERMS OF THE WORKSHOP 
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1 YESTERDAY, THERE WERE TWO MAIN OBJECTIVES OF 

2 THE WORKSHOP THAT WE COVERED. THE FIRST 

3 OBJECTIVE WAS TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL 

4 EXPLANATION OF THE RCP HYDROTEST REPORT 

5 RESULTS. AND THE SECOND WAS PROVIDE 

6 ASSURANCE THAT THE ENTIRE LENGTH OF LINE 147 

7 INCLUDING ALL THE SHORTS OPERATING AT OR 

8 ABOVE 20 PERCENT SMYS WERE TESTED. 

9 WE HAD MR. LARRY DECKER, WHO IS THE 

10 EXECUTIVE ENGINEER FROM RCP, ON THE CALL THE 

11 FIRST TWO TO TWO AND A HALF HOURS. MR. 

12 DECKER WALKED THE PARTIES THROUGH 

13 SPECIFICALLY TEST 43 B, WHICH WAS SUBJECT TO 

14 QUESTIONING THE DAY BEFORE AS PART OF OUR 

15 HEARING PROCESS. THE QUESTIONS THAT HE 

16 ADDRESSED AND SPECIFICALLY DISCUSSED WAS WHY 

17 THE ACTUAL PRESSURE VOLUME PLOT DEVIATED FROM 

18 THE PREDICTED CURVE. HE ALSO TALKED ABOUT 

19 WHY THERE WAS A JIG IN THE LINE AT ABOUT 600 

20 POUNDS OF PRESSURE. HE EXPLAINED THAT TO ALL 

21 THE PARTIES. HIS DISCUSSION IS ACCURATELY 

22 SUMMARIZED FROM MY PERSPECTIVE IN THE MINUTES 

23 THAT WERE SENT OUT YESTERDAY. 



24 MR. DECKER ALSO APOLOGIZED ON BEHALF 

25 OF RCP REGARDING THE DATA ERRORS THAT WERE 

26 INCLUDED WHICH LED TO QUITE A BIT OF 

27 CONFUSION IN THE HEARING ROOM THE DAY BEFORE. 

28 HE ALSO CONFIRMED THAT THAT ERROR AND THAT 
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1 SECTION OF THE REPORT WAS IRRELEVANT WHEN IT 

2 CAME TO ESTABLISHING THE MAOP OF THE LINE, 

3 GIVEN THAT THERE WAS NO YIELDING AS A RESULT 

4 OF THAT SPECIFIC HYDROTEST THAT WAS 

5 PERFORMED. 

6 THE NEXT OBJECTIVE THAT WAS 

7 DISCUSSED WAS DID WE STRENGTH TEST ALL OF 

8 LINE 147 AND THE SHORTS OPERATING AT OR ABOVE 

9 20 PERCENT SMYS. WE HAD PG&E'S ENGINEERING 

10 TEAM WALK THE PARTIES THROUGH AN IN-DEPTH 

11 REVIEW OF THE SHORTS, THE PIPELINE FEATURES 

12 LIST FOR THE MAIN LINE AND THE SHORTS, THE 

13 STRENGTH TEST PRESSURE REPORTS, ALL 

14 ASSOCIATED AS-BUILT DRAWINGS. 

15 AND AT THE CONCLUSION OF THE REVIEW 

16 WE, SPECIFICALLY, MYSELF, MR. JOHNSON, ASKED 

17 MR. ROBERTS FROM ORA IF WE HAD CONFIRMED THAT 



18 PG&E DEMONSTRATED THAT ALL OF LINE 147 

19 INCLUDING ALL THE SHORTS OPERATING AT OR 

20 ABOVE 20 PERCENT SMYS HAVE BEEN STRENGTH 

21 TESTED. AND HIS RESPONSE WAS AFFIRMATIVE. 

22 MS. PAULL: AND MR. ROBERTS WILL NEED 

23 TO RESPOND TO THAT, HAVE AN OPPORTUNITY TO 

24 RESPOND TO THAT. 

25 ALJ BUSHEY: MS. PAULL, I WOULD BE 

26 PLEASED TO CALL ON HIM IN TURN. IS IT OKAY 

27 IF I RUN THE SEQUENCE OF EVENTS HERE. 

28 THANK YOU, MR. SINGH. WE'LL NEXT 
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1 HEAR FROM ORA. 

2 MR. ROBERTS: SO I DO BELIEVE THAT THE 

3 MINUTES ARE - PRETTY SUCH DESCRIBE WHAT 

4 HAPPENED. AND I WOULD SAY THAT WITH REGARD 

5 TO THE RCP REPORT I THINK THROUGH THE COURSE 

6 OF THE MEETING WE DETERMINED OR WE AGREED 

7 THAT THOSE CURVES DO NOT SHOW YIELDING. SO 

8 THEY-SO WE DON'T HAVE A CONCERN. WE STILL 

9 HAVE A CONCERN WITH THE FACT THAT IT TOOK 

10 THREE REVISIONS OF THAT REPORT TO GET IT 

11 RIGHT. SO WE STILL HAVE A RECORDKEEPING 



12 ISSUE ON THAT. BUT FROM A SAFE OPERATION OF 

13 THE LINE, I THINK ORA WAS CONVINCED THAT WE 

14 DON'T HAVE AN ISSUE BASED ON THE PV CURVES. 

15 THE SECOND ISSUE ABOUT THE 

16 COMPLETENESS OF THE TESTING. I THINK THE 

17 NOTES ARE VERY CLOSE TO FULLY ACCURATE. I 

18 THINK THERE'S A LITTLE BIT OF A SEMANTICAL 

19 DIFFERENCE IN THAT WE WERE TAKEN THROUGH A 

20 GUIDED TOUR OF THE MAIN LINE DRAWING BY 

21 DRAWING TIED BACK TO THE PFLS. SO WE DID 

22 LOOK AT EVERYTHING THAT HAPPENED ON THE MAIN 

23 LINE. AND SO I CAN SAY THAT I VERIFIED - I 

24 FEEL CONFIDENT THAT THE MAIN LINE HAS BEEN 

25 FULLY TESTED. 

26 WITH REGARD TO THE SHORTS, WE LOOKED 

27 IN DETAIL AT TWO SHORTS, AND I WAS TAKEN 

28 THROUGH THAT AND CONVINCED THAT THOSE SHORTS, 
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1 TWO SHORTS HAD BEEN TESTED. BASED ON THE 

2 COURSE OF ACTIONS DURING THE DAY, I BELIEVE 

3 THAT PG&E HAS TESTED ALL THE LINE INCLUDING 

4 THE SHORTS. I HAVE NOT TESTED WHETHER THE 20 

5 PERCENT SMYS LIMITATION ON SHORTS THAT WERE 



6 NOT TESTED IS APPLICABLE, BUT I TRUST THAT 

7 THAT - I DON'T DOUBT THAT THAT'S CONSISTENT 

8 WITH THE RECORD, BUT I HAVE NOT VERIFIED 

9 THAT. 

10 SO IN SUMMARY, I DO FEEL LIKE WE CAN 

11 MOVE FORWARD WITH THE ASSUMPTION THAT THE 

12 LINE HAS BEEN HYDROTESTED TO SUPPORT THE 400 

13 PSI MAOP THAT THE REPORTS STROVE TO PROVIDE. 

14 WE DO STILL HAVE AN ISSUE WITH THE 

15 RECORDKEEPING IN THAT MY TESTIMONY RAISED 

16 INCONSISTENCIES WITHIN THE STPR REPORTS. 

17 THOSE INCONSISTENCIES ARE STILL THERE SUCH 

18 THAT IF SOMEBODY WANTED TO GO BACK AND DO THE 

19 SAME ANALYSIS I DID, THEY WOULD RUN INTO THE 

20 SAME ROAD BLOCKS UNLESS THEY SAT DOWN WITH 

21 PG&E OR HAD ACCESS TO ALL OF PG&E'S RECORDS 

22 WITH SOME GUIDANCE TO TRULY SHOW THAT. SO. 

23 ALJ BUSHEY: SO IN SUMMARY. 

24 MR. ROBERTS: IN SUMMARY, WE'RE 

25 COMFORTABLE SAYING THAT THE MAOP OF TEST IS 

26 AS PG&E HAS STATED, AND WE'RE COMFORTABLE 

27 GOING WITH THAT. THE ISSUES OF RECORDKEEPING 

28 ARE STILL OPEN. WE DIDN'T TRY TO ADDRESS 
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1 THOSE YESTERDAY. 

2 ALJ BUSHEY: RIGHT. THE BROADER ISSUES 

3 OF RECORDKEEPING ARE WITHIN SORT OF THE 

4 SUBSTANTIVE COMPONENT OF THE ORDER TO SHOW 

5 CAUSE. OUR FOCUS HERE IMMEDIATELY IS LINE 

6 147. 

7 MR. ROBERTS: CORRECT. 

8 ALJ BUSHEY: AS I UNDERSTAND YOUR 

9 PRESENTATION, ALL OF THE ISSUES THAT YOU HAVE 

10 BEEN - THAT THE OFFICE OF RATEPAYER 

11 ADVOCATES HAS RAISED REGARDING THE SAFE 

12 OPERATION OF LINE 147 HAVE BEEN ADDRESSED, 

13 AND THERE ARE NO OUTSTANDING ISSUES RELATED 

14 TO THE SAFE OPERATION OF THAT LINE. 

15 MR. ROBERTS: THAT IS NOT CORRECT. 

16 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. PLEASE TELL ME WHAT 

17 ISSUES REMAIN. 

18 MR. ROBERTS: SO ALL WE LOOKED AT 

19 YESTERDAY WAS HYDROTEST REPORTS, THE 

20 HYDROTESTING OF THE LINE. SO TO THE DEGREE 

21 THAT WE WERE ABLE TO LOOK AT THE DOCUMENTS 

22 AND CONFIRM THAT THE LINE HAD BEEN 

23 HYDROTESTED, I CAN SAY THAT I BELIEVE THE 

24 LINE HAS BEEN HYDROTESTED TO THE PRESSURE 

25 THAT PG&E HAS STATED. AND SO THE MAOP OF 

26 TEST IS AS THEY'VE STATED. 

27 WHAT WE DID NOT DISCUSS YESTERDAY 



28 WAS WHAT THE QUALITY CONTROL SHOULD HAVE 
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1 BEEN, WHAT THE RECORDS THAT WERE PROVIDED TO 

2 DRA, HOW WELL THEY SUPPORT THAT ASSERTION. 

3 AND ALSO THERE'S ALSO WE HAVE AN ISSUE OF 

4 WHAT THE OTHER COMPONENTS OF DETERMINING THE 

5 MAOP WOULD BE, SO FOR EXAMPLE, THE MAOP OF 

6 DESIGN. WE STILL HAVE OPEN ISSUES WITH 

7 REGARD TO THAT THAT GET INTO INTERPRETATION 

8 OF THE FEDERAL REGULATIONS, WHICH WE AGREED 

9 IN THE MEETING YESTERDAY WE COULDN'T GO THERE 

10 IN THE TIME WE HAD. 

11 AND SO WE FOCUSED ON THE THING WE 

12 COULD DO, AND WE DID ACCOMPLISH THAT GOAL, 

13 BUT THERE'S STILL AN OPEN ISSUE ABOUT HOW YOU 

14 INTERPRET WHAT'S THE SAFE AND CORRECT MAOP 

15 FOR THAT LINE. AND IT'S A LEGAL 

16 INTERPRETATION ISSUE OF THE FEDERAL CODE 

17 PRIMARILY. 

18 ALJ BUSHEY: AND THIS - OKAY. LET'S 

19 TRY AND PUT PARAMETERS AROUND WHAT - WHERE 

20 WE ARE. PG&E PUT FORWARD THEIR HYDROTEST 

21 RESULTS AS THEIR DEMONSTRATION OF THE SAFETY 



22 OF THE LINE. ] 

23 YOU HAVE NO OBJECTION TO THEIR 

24 HYDROTEST RESULTS, CORRECT? 

25 MR. ROBERTS: THAT'S CORRECT. 

26 ALJ BUSHEY: SO THEIR EVIDENTIARY 

27 PRESENTATION HAS BEEN MADE AND YOU DO NOT 

28 DISPUTE, CORRECT? 
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1 MR. ROBERTS: THEY HAVE MADE STATEMENTS 

2 IN THE HEARINGS ABOUT HOW ONE WOULD ESTABLISH 

3 THE MAOP THAT SUGGESTS THE MAOP ONLY - CAN 

4 BE ESTABLISHED BASED ONLY ON A HYDROTEST, AND 

5 ORA DOES AGREES WITH THAT POINT. 

6 ALJ BUSHEY: RIGHT. BUT I'M JUST 

7 FOCUSING ON THE HYDROTEST. 

8 MR. ROBERTS: SO WHEN YOU SAY 

9 HYDROTEST, WE RESOLVED THAT YESTERDAY. 

10 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY, THAT'S RESOLVED. 

11 MR. ROBERTS: YES. 

12 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. SO NOW, THERE'S 

13 THIS LEGAL ISSUE REGARDING THE INTERPRETATION 

14 OF THE CODE. 

15 MR. ROBERTS: CORRECT. 



16 ALJ BUSHEY: AND TELL ME EXACTLY WHAT 

17 THAT LEGAL ISSUE IS. 

18 MR. ROBERTS: SHOULD I TRY? 

19 MS. PAULL: EITHER WAY. IF YOU WOULD 

20 LIKE TO. 

21 MR. ROBERTS: I THINK WHERE - THERE 

22 ARE TWO LEGAL ISSUES. ONE IS WITH REGARD TO 

23 THE SMYS YOU WOULD APPLY TO AN UNKNOWN PIECE 

24 OF PIPE. THAT'S CODE SECTION 192.107. 

25 THE MORE FUNDAMENTAL ISSUE -

26 ALJ BUSHEY: BACKUP. SMYS TO AN 

27 UNKNOWN, THAT GOES BACK TO THEIR - FORGOTTEN 

28 THE NAME OF IT. 
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1 MR. ROBERTS: PRUPF. 

2 ALJ BUSHEY: PROCEDURE FOR UNKNOWN -

3 MR. MALKIN: PROCEDURE FOR RESOLVING 

4 UNKNOWN FEATURES - PIPELINE FEATURES. 

5 MS. PAULL: PIPELINE FEATURES. 

6 MR. MALKIN: PRUPF AS IT IS. 

7 ALJ BUSHEY: AND PRUPF WAS PART OF THE 

8 PSEP, NOT TO SPEAK IN COMPLETE ACRONYMS, BUT 

9 THAT WAS PART OF THE PLAN PUT FORWARD TWO 



10 YEARS AGO. 

11 MR. MALKIN: CORRECT. 

12 ALJ BUSHEY: AND APPROVED BY THE 

13 COMMISSION LAST YEAR; CORRECT? 

14 MR. MALKIN: YES. IT WAS ACTUALLY 

15 I BELIEVE APPROVED BY THE COMMISSION. NOT 

16 THE SPECIFIC DOCUMENT BUT THE CONCEPT WAS 

17 APPROVED TWICE, ONCE IN THE DECISION THAT SET 

18 OFF THE FORMAL PSEPS. THAT DECISION ALSO 

19 APPROVED PG&E'S PROPOSED METHODOLOGY FOR 

20 DOING THE MAOP VALIDATION. I™ 

21 ALJ BUSHEY: AND THEN THE GENERAL 

22 CONCEPT SORT OF ON A CONCEPTUAL LEVEL. 

23 MR. MALKIN: RIGHT. 

24 ALJ BUSHEY: THEN IT WAS BROUGHT DOWN 

25 TO THE DETAIL LEVEL AS PART OF THE SPECIFIC 

26 PSEPPLAN. 

27 MR. MALKIN: CORRECT. 

28 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. 
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1 MR. ROBERTS: I DON'T KNOW THAT I AGREE 

2 WITH THAT. THE ORDERING PARAGRAPH 4 OF 

3 THE DECISION SAID GENERICALLY YOU CAN USE 



4 ENGINEERING ASSUMPTIONS ON AN INTERIM BASIS. 

5 THAT'S JUST A PARAPHRASING. 

6 ALJ BUSHEY: I'M FAMILIAR WITH THE 

7 LANGUAGE, MR. ROBERTS. 

8 MR. ROBERTS: WHAT'S THAT? 

9 ALJ BUSHEY: I'M FAMILIAR WITH THE 

10 LANGUAGE. 

11 MR. ROBERTS: OKAY. WHAT - AND I KNOW 

12 THAT THE PRUPF WAS PROVIDED IN THE UPDATE 

13 APPLICATION AND IT'S PROVIDED AS 

14 NONCONFIDENTIAL IN THAT PARTICULAR CASE. 

15 I DON'T RECALL THAT THE FULL PRUPF WAS 

16 PROVIDED WITH THE ORIGINAL PSEP APPLICATION. 

17 AND CERTAINLY, THE ONE THAT THEY'RE PUTTING 

18 FORWARD IN RESPONSE TO DISCOVERY NOW IS 

19 A DIFFERENT DOCUMENT THAN WHAT THEY COULD 

20 HAVE POSSIBLY USED FOR THE PSEP, THE ORIGINAL 

21 PSEP FILING. 

22 ALJ BUSHEY: WHY WOULD IT HAVE TO BE -

23 THEY HAD TO HAVE SOME SORT OF A PROTOCOL FOR 

24 DEALING WITH THE UNKNOWNS. TWO YEARS AGO, 

25 THEY HAD TO START-

26 MR. ROBERTS: CORRECT. 

27 ALJ BUSHEY: - WITH SOMETHING. 

28 MR. ROBERTS: YES. 
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1 ALJ BUSHEY: THERE HAD TO HAVE BEEN 

2 SOME SORT OF A PROTOCOL. HAS IT BEEN 

3 UPDATED, IS THAT WHAT HAPPENED? 

4 MR. ROBERTS: YES. 

5 MR. MALKIN: THE TESTIMONY ON 

6 SEPTEMBER 6 WAS THAT IT WAS CONSTANTLY BEING 

7 UPDATED AND IMPROVED. 

8 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. SO THIS APPROACH TO 

9 THE UNKNOWNS HAS BEEN APPROVED AT LEAST TWICE 

10 BY THE COMMISSION. AND SOUNDS LIKE IT'S UP 

11 AGAIN AND THE NEW DETAILS ARE UP AGAIN IN 

12 THE UPDATE PROCEEDING. 

13 MR. ROBERTS: CORRECT. 

14 ALJ BUSHEY: SO THAT ISSUE HAS EITHER 

15 BEEN RESOLVED BY THE COMMISSION OR IS BEFORE 

16 THE COMMISSION IN THE UPDATE APPLICATION. 

17 MR. ROBERTS: COULD WE HAVE A MOMENT, 

18 YOUR HONOR? 

19 ALJ BUSHEY: SURE. WE'LL BE OFF THE 

20 RECORD. 

21 (OFF THE RECORD) 

22 ALJ BUSHEY: WE'LL BE BACK ON 

23 THE RECORD. 

24 MR. ROBERTS. 

25 MR. ROBERTS: I THINK WHAT I'M TRYING 



26 TO CHARACTERIZE IS THAT WHEN WE LOOK AT 

27 THE MAOP OF THE LINE USING THE DESIGN MAOP, 

28 THAT USE OF THE PRUPF ENTAILS MORE RISK THAN 
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1 DETERMINING THAT NUMBER USING THE FEDERAL 

2 MINIMUM STANDARD VALUE. SO THAT IS THE POINT 

3 I'M TRYING TO MAKE AND THAT DRA - THAT ORA 

4 HAS A CONCERN ABOUT IT AS IT'S RELATED TO 

5 THE - YOU CAN'T SAY THAT ONE IS SAFE AND ONE 

6 IS NOT. IT'S MORE A QUESTION OF WHICH HAS 

7 GREATER RISK. 

8 AND SO BY USING THE FEDERAL MINIMUM 

9 STANDARD, THERE IS LESS RISK TO THE PEOPLE IN 

10 SAN CARLOS THAN IF THE PRUPF NUMBER WAS USED. 

11 SO FROM OUR STANDPOINT, EVERY TIME 

12 PG&E SAYS WE'RE USING VERY CONSERVATIVE 

13 VALUES, IT'S DIFFICULT TO HEAR THAT LANGUAGE 

14 WHEN THE NUMBER THEY'RE USING RESULTS IN 

15 A LESS CONSERVATIVE OUTCOME THAN IF 

16 THE FEDERAL MINIMUM STANDARD WAS APPLIED. 

17 ALJ BUSHEY: BUT THIS ISN'T ANYTHING 

18 THAT'S PARTICULAR TO LINE 147. 

19 MR. ROBERTS: IT IS AN OVERARCHING 



20 ISSUE THAT DOES APPLY TO 147. 

21 ALJ BUSHEY: IT APPLIES TO ALL 

22 THE LINES THAT ARE CONTESTED PURSUANT TO 

23 THEPSEP. 

24 I'VE FORGOTTEN EVEN WHAT THAT 

25 STANDS FOR. 

26 MR. MALKIN: PIPELINE SAFETY 

27 ENHANCEMENT PLAN. 

28 ALJ BUSHEY: PIPELINE SAFETY 
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1 ENHANCEMENT PLAN. 

2 EVERYTHING THAT'S BEEN TESTED 

3 PURSUANT TO THE PIPELINE SAFETY ENHANCEMENT 

4 PLAN HAS BEEN TESTED IN ACCORD WITH THAT 

5 PROTOCOL FOR UNKNOWNS. 

6 MR. ROBERTS: NO. THIS - SO MAYBE IT 

7 WILL HELP IF I MENTION THE SECOND LEGAL 

8 ARGUMENT. 

9 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. 

10 MR. ROBERTS: BECAUSE I THINK THAT 

11 MAKES IT A LITTLE MORE CLEAR. 

12 WHAT WE'VE HEARD, IT SEEMS TO BE 

13 THAT THE PERCEPTION AT PG&E IS THAT WE CAN 



14 ESTABLISH AN MAOP BASED SOLELY ON A HYDROTEST 

15 OUTCOME AND THAT THE DESIGN MAOP AS PROVIDED 

16 IN SECTION 192.619 IS IN SOME WAY IRRELEVANT. 

17 SO THAT'S PROBABLY THE BASE ISSUE. 

18 WHEN YOU - IF ONE ASSUMES THAT PER THE 

19 FEDERAL REGULATION THE DESIGN MAOP DOES 

20 MATTER, THEN THIS ASSUMES SMYS VALUE COMES 

21 INTO PLAY BECAUSE THAT DETERMINES THE DESIGN 

22 MAOP. 

23 SO IT STARTS WITH, DOES 192.619 

24 APPLY TO ALL PIPE IN LINE 147 OR NOT? AND 

25 THEN IF IT DOES, HOW DO WE ASSIGN NUMBERS FOR 

26 UNKNOWN PIECES OF PIPE OR PIPE WITH VERY 

27 LIMITED INFORMATION THAT WE NOW KNOW TO BE IN 

28 THE GROUND. 
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1 ALJ BUSHEY: BUT AGAIN BOTH OF THESE 

2 APPLY TO THE ENTIRE ENHANCEMENT PLAN EFFORT. 

3 THIS IS NOT - THERE'S NOTHING SPECIFIC TO 

4 LINE 147. SO IF THIS ONE'S FLAWED, THEN ALL 

5 THE REST OF THEM ARE FLAWED; RIGHT? 

6 MR. ROBERTS: WELL, MY UNDERSTANDING IS 

7 OUR PRIMARY OBJECTIVE IN THIS HEARING IS TO 



8 COME OUT WITH WHAT THE SAFE MAOP FOR THAT 

9 LINE IS. IS THAT - I BELIEVE I UNDERSTOOD 

10 THAT CORRECTLY. THAT WHEN WE'RE FINISHED 

11 WITH OUR HEARING WE CAN SAY YES, THE 330 IS 

12 SAFE OR NO, IT IS NOT. 

13 AND SO TO DO THAT, WE HAVE TO HAVE 

14 DETERMINED DOES THE DESIGN MAOP APPLY OR NOT. 

15 AND IF IT DOES, IS IT CORRECT TO USE PG&E'S 

16 PRUPF VALUE OF 33,000 PSI AS SMYS OR IS IT 

17 MORE CORRECT TO ESTABLISH A DESIGN MAOP WHICH 

18 WILL DRIVE THE MAOP OF THE LINE BASED ON 

19 THE FEDERAL MINIMUM SMYS OF 24,000 PSI. 

20 ALJ BUSHEY: ALL RIGHT. WELL, I HAVE 

21 SAID ENOUGH ON - LET'S GO BACK. 

22 MR. MALKIN, WHAT'S YOUR POSITION ON 

23 THIS? 

24 MR. MALKIN: WELL, YOUR HONOR, THE 

25 COMMISSION'S PSEP DECISION, FIRST ONE THAT 

26 YOUR HONOR AUTHORED, DID AWAY WITH 

27 GRANDFATHERING IN THE FOLLOWING RESPECT. 

28 UNDER 619(C), THE MAOP OF LINE 147 AND ALL OF 
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1 THE OTHER PRE-1970 PIPELINES WAS ESTABLISHED 



2 BASED ON THE FIVE-YEAR HIGH OPERATING 

3 PRESSURE FROM 1965 TO 1970. AND WHAT 

4 THE COMMISSION SAID WAS IN THE ABSENCE OF 

5 A HYDROTEST ON THOSE GRANDFATHERED LINES, 

6 WE'RE DOING AWAY WITH GRANDFATHERING, YOU 

7 CANNOT RELY SIMPLY ON THAT HISTORICAL 

8 OPERATING ISSUE; YOU EITHER HAVE TO GO OUT 

9 AND VALIDATE IT THROUGH HYDROTESTING OR 

10 REPLACE THAT PIPE. 

11 SO THE WHOLE PURPOSE OF 

12 THE EXERCISE HAS BEEN TO CONDUCT HYDROTESTS 

13 UNDER MODERN SUBPART J STANDARDS WITH AN 

14 ADDED SPIKE TEST ON THE SEGMENTS OF HIGH 

15 CONSEQUENCE AREA PIPE THAT HAD THEIR MAOPS 

16 ESTABLISHED SOLELY UNDER THE GRANDFATHER 

17 CLAUSE WITH NO HYDROTEST. 

18 THE COMMISSION COULD HAVE IN THAT 

19 DECISION BUT DID NOT SAY THAT WE'RE CHANGING 

20 THE RULES. WE'RE NOT ONLY SAYING YOU CAN'T 

21 ESTABLISH - RELY SOLELY ON THE HISTORIC 

22 OPERATING PRESSURE, BUT YOU CAN'T USE THAT AT 

23 ALL. YOU HAVE TO GO BACK AND APPLY 619(A) AS 

24 IF THERE WERE A BRAND NEW PIPELINE. AND 

25 CONTRARY TO THE WAY GO 112 HAS ALWAYS BEEN 

26 WRITTEN AND FEDERAL REGULATIONS WERE ALWAYS 

27 WRITTEN, YOU NOW HAVE TO RETROACTIVELY APPLY 

28 THOSE DESIGN FACTORS INCLUDING THE SECTION 



PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 

2728 

1 THAT MR. ROBERTS HAS REFERRED TO, SECTION 

2 192.107 WHICH THE CODE SAYS WERE NOT 

3 RETROACTIVE. PHMSA SPECIFICALLY SAID IT WAS 

4 NOT RETROACTIVE. THE COMMISSION SPECIFICALLY 

5 SAID WAS NOT RETROACTIVE. AND THE COMMISSION 

6 HAS NEVER CHANGED THAT. WHAT THE COMMISSION 

7 DID CHANGE WAS TO SAY YOU CANT RELY SOLELY 

8 ON HISTORIC OPERATING PRESSURE. 

9 PG&E, AS YOU'VE HEARD, HAS GONE 

10 A STEP FURTHER WITH RESPECT TO LINE 147, AND 

11 TO MR. ROBERTS' POINT, IN FACT IS MAKING THAT 

12 LINE OPERATE MORE CONSERVATIVELY THAN THIS 

13 COMMISSION'S DECISION ALLOWS. BECAUSE YOU 

14 HEARD FROM MR. ROSENFELD, THE HYDROTEST IN 

15 FACT VALIDATES SAFE OPERATION AT THE HISTORIC 

16 400PSIG. 

17 PG&E ISN'T ASKING FOR 400 PSIG. 

18 PG&E HAS CONSERVATIVELY APPLIED THE DESIGN 

19 FORMULA AND COME UP WITH AN MAOP OF 330 THAT 

20 IT'S ASKING FOR. 

21 ALJ BUSHEY: WHOSE DESIGN FORMULA? 

22 MR. MALKIN: IT IS THE DESIGN FORMULA 

23 SET FORTH IN THE FEDERAL CODE, THE PART THAT 



24 WASN'T RETROACTIVELY APPLIED. PG&E HAS 

25 RETROACTIVELY APPLIED. BUT PURSUANT TO 

26 THE PROPOSAL IT MADE TO THE COMMISSION, THAT 

27 THE COMMISSION HAS LOOKED AT TWICE, INSTEAD 

28 OF ARBITRARILY PICKING A 24,000 PSIG VALUE 
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1 FOR THOSE PIPE FEATURES AS TO WHICH IT DOES 

2 NOT HAVE COMPLETE VERIFIABLE AND TRACEABLE 

3 RECORDS, WHAT PG&E HAS DONE IS WHERE IT HAS, 

4 FOR EXAMPLE, WITH AO SMITH PIPE, COMPLETE 

5 TRACEABLE, VERIFIABLE HISTORICAL PURCHASING 

6 RECORDS THAT ESTABLISHED THAT PG&E PURCHASED 

7 AO SMITH PIPE TO DIFFERENT PIPE 

8 SPECIFICATIONS, THE LEAST OF WHICH WAS 33,000 

9 PSI, OTHERS OF WHICH ARE 35,000, 42,000. 

10 SO PG&E, WHERE IT DOESN'T HAVE 

11 A COMPLETE VERIFIABLE, TRACEABLE RECORD FOR 

12 SPECIFIC AO SMITH PIPE CONSERVATIVELY ASSUMES 

13 PURSUANT TO THE GUIDANCE OF THE JUNE 2011 

14 DECISION CONSERVATIVELY ASSUMES THE LEAST 

15 VALUE OF 33,000. 

16 ALJ BUSHEY: NOW MR. MALKIN, THAT 

17 PIPELINE BECAUSE OF THE LEAK, A PORTION WAS 



18 REMOVED AND TESTED. DO WE HAVE AN ACTUAL 

19 NUMBER FOR THAT, FOR THE TESTED PIPELINE SO 

20 WE KNOW WHAT WAS REALLY THERE? 

21 MR. MALKIN: THE PIECE THAT WAS CUT 

22 OUT? 

23 ALJ BUSHEY: YES. 

24 MR. MALKIN: WHERE THE LEAK WAS? 

25 ALJ BUSHEY: RIGHT. 

26 MR. MALKIN: WE KNOW SEVERAL THINGS. 

27 AND THIS WAS IN THE ANAMET MATERIALS. 

28 WE KNOW IT IS AO SMITH PIPE. ] 
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1 WE KNOW THAT WHEN IT WAS LABORATORY 

2 TESTED, THE ACTUAL YIELD STRENGTH WAS OVER 

3 39,000 PSI. AND WE KNOW THAT THE YIELD 

4 STRENGTH OF THE WELD WAS OVER 40,000 PSI, 

5 WHICH AS MR. SINGH SAID ON MONDAY, IF YOU -

6 IF YOU RELIED SOLELY ON THAT TEST RESULT, YOU 

7 WOULD SAY A JOINT EFFICIENCY FACTOR OF 1 IS 

8 JUSTIFIED BECAUSE THE WELD MATERIAL IS IN 

9 FACT SLIGHTLY STRONGER THAN THE PIPE BODY. 

10 PG&E CONSERVATIVELY DIDN'T USE 

11 THOSE TEST RESULTS, AND THE FEDERAL CODE 



12 WOULDN'T USE A ONE-OFF TEST TO CHANGE 

13 SPECIFICATIONS. PG&E CONSERVATIVELY USED THE 

14 33,000. THAT'S THE LOWEST HISTORICAL 

15 PURCHASING RECORD AND APPLIED A .8 JOINT 

16 EFFICIENCY FACTOR. 

17 ALJ BUSHEY: LET ME INTERRUPT YOU FOR A 

18 MINUTE, MR. MALKIN. IT SOUNDS TO ME LIKE 

19 PG&E'S ASSUMPTION OF 33,000 HAS BEEN 

20 SUPPORTED BY SUBSEQUENT EVIDENCE THAT - THAT 

21 HAS BEEN BROUGHT FORWARD, AND THAT IS THAT 

22 ALL OF THE EVIDENCE POINTS TO A MUCH HIGHER 

23 NUMBER THAN WHAT PG&E HAS BEEN USING. AND 

24 YOU MAY NEED TO TURN TO MR. SINGH FOR THIS, 

25 BUT OTHER THAN ON LINE 147, HAS THERE BEEN 

26 ANY INSTANCES WHERE PG&E HAS FOUND A.O. SMITH 

27 PIPE WITH LESS THAN 33,000? 

28 MR. MALKIN: THE ANSWER TO MY KNOWLEDGE 
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1 IS NO. I KNOW PG&E HAS HAD EXPONENT DO A 

2 NUMBER OF BURST TESTS ON A.O. SMITH PIPE, 

3 WHICH I'M NOT SURE IF MR. SINGH OR 

4 MR. HARRISON IS THE PERSON WITH THE MOST 

5 KNOWLEDGE ABOUT THAT. BUT MY UNDERSTANDING 



6 IS THOSE TESTS HAVE UNIFORMLY SHOWN THE YIELD 

7 STRENGTH OF THE A.O. SMITH PIPE TO BE ABOVE 

8 33,000. 

9 ALJ BUSHEY: GREATER THAN 33. DO YOU 

10 WANT TO CONFER WITH YOUR CLIENTS FOR A MOMENT 

11 SO THAT WE CAN HAVE ONE OF THEM WHO KNOWS THE 

12 ANSWER TO THAT COME FORWARD, OR COULD THE 

13 PERSON WHO KNOWS THE ANSWER TO THAT JUST WALK 

14 FORWARD? 

15 MR. MEYERS: YOUR HONOR CAN I BE HEARD 

16 FOR A MOMENT WHILE THIS GENTLEMAN IS COMING 

17 UP. 

18 ALJ BUSHEY: CERTAINLY. 

19 MR. MEYERS: I KNOW MR. MALKIN IS NOT 

20 TESTIFYING, THEREFORE, WHAT HE'S SAYING, EVEN 

21 THOUGH IT'S IN THE RECORD, IS NOT EVIDENCE. 

22 HOWEVER, I HEARD MR. SINGH YESTERDAY 

23 SPECIFICALLY SAY THAT A.O. SMITH PIPE COULD 

24 HAVE COME FROM OTHER UTILITIES. HE TESTIFIED 

25 DURING THE RECORD THAT A.O. SMITH PIPE MAY BE 

26 A.O. SMITH PIPE PURCHASED BY PG&E, BUT IT 

27 ALSO MAY BE A.O. SMITH PIPE, QUOTE, "FROM 

28 OTHER OPERATORS." 
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1 SO IF MR. MALKIN IS SAYING THEY'RE 

2 USING PG&E'S LEAST SPECIFICATIONS OF 33,000 

3 PSI, HOW DO WE KNOW THAT THAT WAS THE LEAST 

4 SPECIFICATIONS FOR PIPE THAT THEY ACQUIRED 

5 FROM OTHER UTILITIES. 

6 ALJ BUSHEY: LET'S HOLD ON THAT 

7 THOUGHT, AND LET'S FOLLOW-UP ON THE ACTUAL 

8 FACTS THAT HAVE COME FORWARD SUBSEQUENTLY. 

9 MR. MALKIN, DO YOU HAVE A WITNESS 

10 THAT IS-THAT WILL-

11 MR. MALKIN: DO YOU WANT TO SWEAR HIM 

12 EARLY? 

13 ALJ BUSHEY: YES, LET'S SWEAR HIM. 

14 DAVID HARRISON, CALLED AS A WITNESS 
BY PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY, 

15 HAVING BEEN SWORN, TESTIFIED AS 
FOLLOWS: 

16 

17 THE WITNESS: I DO. 

18 ALJ BUSHEY: PLEASE BE SEATED. STATE 

19 YOUR FULL NAME FOR THE RECORD AND SPELL YOUR 

20 LAST NAME. 

21 THE WITNESS: MY NAME IS DAVID 

22 HARRISON. MY LAST NAME IS H-A-R-R-l-S-O-N. 

23 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. MR. MALKIN, WE 

24 DON'T WANT TO GET INTO EVERYTHING. WE JUST 

25 WANT A NARROW ANSWER TO A NARROW QUESTION. 

26 MR. MALKIN: I WAS GOING TO SEEK 

27 CLARIFICATION OF THAT AND I APPRECIATE THAT, 



28 YOUR HONOR. 
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1 DIRECT EXAMINATION 

2 BY MR. MALKIN: 

3 Q MR. HARRISON, YOU'VE BEEN SITTING 

4 HERE AND THE SPECIFIC QUESTION TO YOU IS ARE 

5 YOU FAMILIAR WITH THE TESTING OF THE YIELD 

6 STRENGTH OF A.O. SMITH PIPE THAT PG&E HAS HAD 

7 PERFORMED? 

8 A YES, I AM. 

9 Q AND COULD YOU PLEASE DESCRIBE FOR 

10 US THE NATURE OF THE TESTS THAT HAVE BEEN 

11 DONE? 

12 A THERE'S - OVER THE YEARS, THERE'S 

13 BEEN A VARIETY OF TENSILE TESTS, 

14 YIELD-STRENGTH TESTS PERFORMED ON A.O. SMITH 

15 PIPE. THERE'S RECORDS - HISTORICAL RECORDS 

16 IN, LIKE, 1968, THE 1980S OF US DOING TESTS. 

17 WE HAVE - AND THEN WE HAD EXPONENT BURST 

18 TEST THE PIPE THIS LAST SUMMER. THAT WAS 7 

19 TO 9 PIECES OF PIPE. I DON'T REMEMBER THE 

20 EXACT NUMBERS. ALL OF THOSE CASES, THE TEST 

21 RESULTS WERE ALL GREATER THAN 33,000 -



22 CLEARLY GREATER THAN 33,000. 

23 ALJ BUSHEY: THAT'S ALL WE NEED TO KNOW 

24 FOR THE MOMENT, MR. HARRISON. SO I'LL LET 

25 YOU BE EXCUSED FOR THE MOMENT. 

26 THE WITNESS: OKAY. 

27 MR. MALKIN: MAY I RESPOND TO 

28 MR. MEYERS' COMMENT? 
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1 ALJ BUSHEY: JUST HANG ON ONE SECOND. 

2 I WANT TO GET BACK TO MR. ROBERTS. SO WE 

3 HAVE A PROTOCOL. THEY'VE BEEN FOLLOWING THE 

4 PROTOCOL. EVERY FACTOR THEY'VE FOUND IN 

5 APPARENTLY THE LAST 30 YEARS SUPPORTS THE 

6 FACTS USED IN THE PROTOCOL. 

7 MR. ROBERTS: CAN I RESPOND? 

8 ALJ BUSHEY: SURE. 

9 MR. ROBERTS: SO FIRST OF ALL, WE HAVE 

10 CERTAIN LENGTHS OF PIPE IN THE GROUND THAT 

11 PG&E NOW SAYS ARE A.O. SMITH PIPE THAT PG&E 

12 HAS ALSO SAID THEY CAN'T SAY WHERE IT CAME 

13 FROM. SO WE HAVE THIS FUNDAMENTAL ISSUE OF 

14 LONG LENGTHS OF PIPE IN THE GROUND WHERE WE 

15 DON'T HAVE DOCUMENTATION SAYING WHERE IT CAME 



16 FROM. 

17 IN THAT CASE, THE FEDERAL CODE SAYS 

18 YOU CAN ESTABLISH A MINIMUM SMYS BASED ON 

19 TENSILE TESTING, BUT IT ALSO PROVIDES AN 

20 APPENDIX B, SECTION 2(D), WHICH PROVIDES A 

21 SAMPLING PROTOCOL SUCH THAT - I'M NOT 

22 DISAGREEING THAT THE ANAMET REPORT SAYS THAT 

23 THE TENSILE TEST OF THAT SAMPLE WAS GREATER 

24 THAN 24,000 OR GREATER THAN 33,000 EVEN. 

25 BUT WHAT THE FEDERAL LEGISLATION HAS 

26 ACKNOWLEDGED IS THAT WHEN YOU DON'T KNOW 

27 WHAT'S IN THE GROUND WHEN IT'S HUNDREDS OF 

28 FEET OF PIPE, YOU CAN'T DRAW A SAMPLE AT ONE 
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1 LOCATION AND THEN CARRY THAT ONE PIECE OF 

2 DATA TO REPRESENT THE WHOLE LENGTH OF ALL THE 

3 PIPE THAT THEY'VE NOW CLASSIFIED AS A.O. 

4 SMITH PIPE. AND I - I HAVE A LINE OF CROSS 

5 FOR TODAY WHICH ASKS THEM SPECIFICALLY ABOUT 

6 THAT PROTOCOL AND IF THEY FOLLOWED IT. MAYBE 

7 THE TESTING THEY'VE DONE OVER THE YEARS HAS 

8 IN SOME WAY COMPLIED WITH THAT, BUT WE 

9 HAVEN'T HAD A CHANCE TO ASK THAT QUESTION. 



10 MS. STROTTMAN: YOUR HONOR, MAY I 

11 COMMENT, PLEASE, ON BEHALF OF THE CITY OF SAN 

12 CARLOS? IT APPEARS TO ME THAT THE PRUPF IF 

13 I'M SAYING THAT CORRECTLY, RESULTS IN UNKNOWN 

14 PIPE CHARACTERISTICS BEING GIVEN LESS 

15 CONSERVATIVE MAOP VALUES THAN NEWER SEGMENTS. 

16 AND IT'S - IT'S OUR POSITION AND - AND I'M 

17 GOING TO CROSS-EXAMINE THE WITNESSES ON 

18 THIS - THAT PG&E STILL DOESN'T HAVE 

19 TRACEABLE, VERIFIABLE, AND COMPLETE RECORDS 

20 FOR EVERY INCH OF LINE 147. 

21 WE DON'T KNOW WHERE THE A.O. SMITH 

22 PIPE CAME FROM, AND IT'S OUR STANCE THAT THE 

23 YIELD STRENGTH SHOULD BE 24,000 PSI, WHICH IS 

24 24 KSI. AND WE WILL PUT FORWARD THAT 

25 ARGUMENT IN OUR BRIEFS BUT I JUST WANTED TO 

26 LET YOU KNOW OUR POSITION. 

27 MS. PAULL: YOUR HONOR, I'D LIKE TO SAY 

28 SOMETHING. 
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1 ALJ BUSHEY: MS. PAULL? 

2 MS. PAULL: CLEARLY, THERE'S A RATHER 

3 COMPLICATED QUESTION OF THE CORRECT 



4 INTERPRETATION OF THE FEDERAL REGULATIONS OF 

5 192.619. ORA THINKS THAT-BASED ON WHAT 

6 MR. MALKIN SAID AND WHAT PG&E WITNESSES HAVE 

7 SAID THAT THEY ARE NOT INTERPRETING CORRECTLY 

8 CERTAIN REQUIREMENTS OF THE REGULATION. WE 

9 WOULD BE HAPPY TO BRIEF THAT. MAYBE IT WOULD 

10 BE HELPFUL TO YOU IF YOU COULD GET - WE 

11 COULD DO THIS QUICKLY, AND IT WOULD BE SHORT. 

12 BUT WE COULD BRIEF WHAT WE THINK IS THE 

13 CORRECT INTERPRETATION OF THESE REGULATIONS 

14 AND HOW THEY APPLY IN THIS CASE. 

15 ALJ BUSHEY: BUT THIS ISN'T A NEW 

16 ISSUE. WE'VE BEEN APPLYING THIS SAME 

17 PROTOCOL FOR TWO YEARS, AND IT'S NOT JUST IN 

18 ALINE 147 ISSUE. IF YOU'RE RIGHT, THEN 

19 EVERYTHING IN THE PSEP IS WRONG. SO IT'S A 

20 MUCH, MUCH BIGGER ISSUE THAN JUST LINE 147, 

21 AND THAT'S WHY IT'S - I DON'T SEE HOW WE 

22 RESOLVE IT IN THIS RE-PRESSURIZATION 

23 PROCEEDING, WHICH IS THE NARROW ISSUE BEFORE 

24 US AT THE MOMENT. 

25 MR. MALKIN, DO YOU HAVE A RESPONSE 

26 TO THIS? 

27 MR. MALKIN: YES, WELL, I THINK YOUR 

28 HONOR IS RIGHT. THIS IS THE WAY THE 

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 



2737 

1 COMMISSION HAS BEEN INTERPRETING IT. 

2 MR. ROBERTS JUST I THINK REVEALED THE - WHAT 

3 IS - HE IS NOT CORRECTLY UNDERSTANDING IN 

4 THE CODE WHEN HE SAID THAT THE CODE HAS A 

5 PROVISION WHERE IF YOU'VE GOT SOME MILES OR 

6 HUNDREDS OF FEET OF PIPE IN THE GROUND, 

7 THERE'S A PROTOCOL FOR TESTING IT. THAT IS 

8 EXACTLY WRONG. 

9 THE CODE SECTION 192.107, WHICH IS 

10 THE PIPE DESIGN SECTION, APPLIES TO NEW 

11 PIPELINES. IF YOU LOOK AT 192.13, IT MAKES 

12 VERY CLEAR THAT THOSE PIPE DESIGN 

13 REQUIREMENTS APPLY TO NEW PIPELINES INSTALLED 

14 AFTER A DATE IN MARCH 1971 AND TO 

15 REPLACEMENTS OF PIPE INSTALLED AFTER A DATE 

16 IN NOVEMBER OF 1970. AND SO THEY - THEY 

17 WERE NEVER INTENDED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF 

18 TRANSPORTATION - OFFICE OF PIPELINE SAFETY 

19 AT THAT TIME - TO APPLY RETROACTIVELY TO 

20 PIPE THAT WAS ALREADY IN THE GROUND. 

21 AS TO PIPE THAT WAS ALREADY IN THE 

22 GROUND, IT'S THE GRANDFATHER CLAUSE, WHICH 

23 THIS COMMISSION HAS BEEN WRESTLING WITH AND 

24 DONE AWAY WITH AS THE SOLE BASIS FOR 

25 ESTABLISHING AN MAOP. FOR TWO YEARS, EVERY 



26 GAS UTILITY IN THIS STATE HAS BEEN PROCEEDING 

27 ON THE BASIS OF THE GUIDANCE PROVIDED BY THE 

28 COMMISSION IN JUNE OF 2011. WHAT PG&E DID 
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1 HERE, AS YOU'VE JUST RIGHTLY POINTED OUT, IS 

2 NO DIFFERENT FROM WHAT PG&E HAS DONE THROUGH 

3 OUT ITS SYSTEM AND WHAT THE OTHER UTILITIES 

4 ARE DOING. 

5 MR. MEYERS DIDN'T CITE TO THE ACTUAL 

6 TRANSCRIPT OF MR. SINGH'S TESTIMONY, AND I 

7 THINK HIS NOTES DON'T QUITE HAVE IT RIGHT. 

8 WHAT MR. SINGH SAID ON MONDAY IS WHERE WE 

9 ACQUIRED A PIPELINE FROM ANOTHER COMPANY -

10 AND AS YOU KNOW, PG&E OVER THE YEARS HAVE 

11 MERGED WITH AND ACQUIRED COMPANIES, SOME OF 

12 WHICH OWN PIPELINES. WHERE WE ACQUIRED 

13 ANOTHER PIPELINE, WE APPLY THE FEDERAL 

14 MINIMUM BECAUSE WE DON'T KNOW WHAT THEIR 

15 PURCHASING STANDARDS WERE. WHERE IT IS OUR 

16 PIPELINE THAT WE DESIGNED AND WE INSTALLED, 

17 WE KNOW WHAT OUR MINIMUM PURCHASING 

18 REQUIREMENTS WERE, AND WE APPLY THE HISTORIC 

19 MINIMUMS. 



20 IN THE CASE OF LINE 147, PG&E DOES 

21 NOT HAVE COMPLETE, VERIFIABLE, TRACEABLE 

22 RECORDS TO SHOW WHICH PG&E PIPELINE THIS PIPE 

23 CAME FROM AND WHEN. BUT THERE IS EVERY 

24 INDICATION THAT IT CAME FROM LINE 101 WHEN 

25 THAT LINE WAS REDONE. THE ONE THING THAT 

26 PG&E DOES KNOW IS IT CAME FROM PG&E'S SYSTEM, 

27 CONTRARY TO THE INFERENCE THAT MR. MEYERS 

28 DREW THAT SOMEHOW THIS RECONDITIONED PIPE MAY 
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1 HAVE COME FROM ELSEWHERE. THE RECONDITIONING 

2 WAS ALWAYS DONE TO PIPE THAT PG&E HAD IN THE 

3 GROUND SOMEWHERE ELSE AND THEY HAD REUSED. 

4 SO THE-YES, IT IS-IT IS TRUE 

5 THAT IN TERMS OF WHAT MR. ROBERTS IS SAYING, 

6 THIS IS NOT THE MOST CONSERVATIVE ASSUMPTION 

7 ONE COULD POSSIBLY MAKE. THE MOST 

8 CONSERVATIVE THING ONE COULD DO WOULD BE TO 

9 SHUTDOWN ALL THE PIPELINES. AND THAT WOULD 

10 ELIMINATE EVERY CONCEIVABLE RISK EXCEPT FOR 

11 THE RISK OF WHAT HAPPENS TO ALL OF US WITHOUT 

12 NATURAL GAS SERVICE. AND IN THE SCHEME OF 

13 THINGS WHERE THIS PIPELINE HAS OPERATED 



14 SAFELY AT 400 PSI, WHERE IT HAS BEEN TESTED 

15 TO A PRESSURE THAT JUSTIFIES AND VALIDATES 

16 THAT 400, AS YOU HEARD FROM MR. ROSENFELD, 

17 ONE OF THE LEADING EXPERTS IN THE WORLD, AND 

18 THE COMPANY PROPOSES TO OPERATE IT ONLY AT 

19 330, THERE IS A HUGE MARGIN OF SAFETY. 

20 AND THERE IS NO CONFLICT WITH THE 

21 CODE. THERE IS NO CONFLICT WITH THIS 

22 COMMISSION'S DECISIONS ABOUT HOW TO GO ABOUT 

23 VALIDATING THE MAOP AND HYDRO TESTING LINES 

24 THAT HAVE BEEN HISTORICALLY GRANDFATHERED. 

25 AND GIVEN WHAT YOU'VE ALREADY HEARD FROM THE 

26 PARTIES ABOUT THEM NOW BEING SATISFIED, ABOUT 

27 THE HYDRO TESTING, I THINK AS TO LINE 147 -

28 PUTTING ASIDE RECORDS ISSUES THAT YOU MAY 
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1 WELL HEAR MORE ABOUT AND - LET ME SAY 

2 PARENTHETICALLY PG&E HAS ALWAYS FROM DAY ONE 

3 ACKNOWLEDGED IT DOES NOT HAVE COMPLETE, 

4 VERIFIABLE, AND TRACEABLE RECORDS OF 

5 EVERYTHING IN ITS SYSTEM. THAT'S WHY WE DO 

6 THE HYDRO TESTING. AND THE ISSUE - AS FAR 

7 AS THE ISSUE OF IS THIS COMPLIANT WITH THE 



8 WAY THIS COMMISSION HAS APPROACHED AND 

9 VERIFIED THE SAFETY OF PIPELINES AND WAS THE 

10 HYDRO TEST ADEQUATE, I DON'T THINK THERE'S 

11 ANY DISPUTE. 

12 MS. PAULL: YOUR HONOR, MAY I RESPOND? 

13 ALJ BUSHEY: YES, MS. PAULL. 

14 MS. PAULL: MR. MALKIN SPOKE FOR A LONG 

15 TIME. I'M NOT GOING TO ATTEMPT TO RESPOND TO 

16 EVERYTHING HE SAID. JUST THREE THINGS. 

17 ONE, THE INTERPRETATION OF THE 

18 REGULATIONS, IT IS SOMEWHAT COMPLICATED. I 

19 THINK IT'S MUCH EASIER TO SORT IT OUT ON THE 

20 BASIS OF LOOKING AT THE TEXT OF THE 

21 REGULATIONS AND SHORT WRITTEN BRIEFS, MUCH 

22 EASIER THAN HEARING VERY LONG NARRATIVES 

23 ABOUT IT. SO I AGAIN RENEW OUR OFFER FOR-

24 TO BRIEF THIS PARTICULAR ISSUE. 

25 THE OTHER THING IS I WANT TO CORRECT 

26 A MISIMPRESSION THAT MR. MALKIN MAY HAVE 

27 CREATED WHEN HE TALKED ABOUT THINGS THAT 

28 MR. ROBERTS WAS SAYING ABOUT RISK. 
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1 MR. ROBERTS WAS NOT TALKING ABOUT LOWEST 



2 POSSIBLE RISK. HE WAS TALKING ABOUT LESS 

3 RISK IF YOU USE THE VALUES FOR UNKNOWN 

4 PIPELINE FEATURES THAT ARE REQUIRED BY THE 

5 FEDERAL REGULATIONS AS OPPOSED TO THE ONES 

6 PG&E IS USING. THAT IS - WAS I CLEAR, OR DO 

7 YOU NEED TO REPHRASE THAT? 

8 ALJ BUSHEY: I UNDERSTAND YOUR POINT. 

9 MS. PAULL: OKAY. AND THE FINAL POINT 

10 IS VERY SIMPLE. I THINK EVERYONE UNDERSTANDS 

11 THIS. BUT TO BRING IT BACK TO WHAT REALLY 

12 MATTERS, THERE'S THE MAOP ESTABLISHED BY THE 

13 HYDRO TEST. AND THAT QUESTION IS NOW 

14 RESOLVED FOR THIS LINE. THERE'S THE DESIGN 

15 MAOP. THERE'S QUESTIONS ABOUT HOW THAT 

16 SHOULD BE CALCULATED BECAUSE OF QUESTIONS OF 

17 INTERPRETATION OF THE REGULATIONS. AND THE 

18 ASSUMPTION - WHAT ASSUMPTIONS MUST BE USED.] 

19 THE FEDERAL REGULATIONS, AS YOU 

20 KNOW, REQUIRE THAT IF YOU HAVE BOTH THE 

21 DESIGN MAOP AND THE HYDROTEST MAOP, THE 

22 OPERATOR MUST USE THE LOWER OF THOSE VALUES. 

23 AND THAT'S NOT RETROACTIVE APPLICATION OF THE 

24 REGULATION. THAT IS APPLYING THE REGULATION 

25 TO AN MAOP VALIDATION BEING DONE NOW. THAT 

26 IS THAT THE CURRENT CRITERIA FOR ESTABLISHING 

27 DESIGN MAOP, THOSE REGULATIONS APPLY TO MAOP 

28 VALIDATION BEING DONE NOW. AND IF PG&E 
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1 THINKS OTHERWISE, I THINK THEY'RE MISTAKEN. 

2 AGAIN, WE CAN BRIEF THIS. WE'D BE 

3 HAPPY TO BRIEF IT. 

4 ALJ BUSHEY: WE CAN BRIEF THIS. AND IF 

5 PG&E IS MISTAKEN, THEN THE COMMISSION HAS 

6 BEEN MISTAKEN FOR TWO YEARS. AND IF IT'S 

7 MISTAKEN, IT'S NOT JUST LINE 147 AND IT'S NOT 

8 JUST PG&E. IT'S EVERY NATURAL GAS OPERATOR 

9 IN THE STATE. 

10 SO IF YOU WANT TO PURSUE THAT ISSUE, 

11 IT NEEDS TO BE PURSUED IN THE SORT OF OVERALL 

12 PERSPECTIVE IN THIS PROCEEDING. THAT'S THE 

13 PLACE TO MAKE THAT ARGUMENT AND GET 

14 EVERYBODY - GET EVERY NATURAL GAS SYSTEM 

15 OPERATOR'S SAFETY ENHANCEMENT PLAN REVISED IN 

16 ACCORD WITH YOUR PERSPECTIVE ON THE 

17 REGULATION, BECAUSE RIGHT NOW ALL OF THE 

18 OPERATORS ARE USING THE RULES AS ADOPTED BY 

19 THE COMMISSION OVER THE LAST TWO YEARS. 

20 MR. ROBERTS: CAN I ADD SOMETHING. I 

21 BELIEVE THAT THE ADDED-THAT THE 

22 REQUIREMENTS ADDED BY THE DECISIONS OF THIS 

23 COMMISSION RELATIVE TO PSEP, THAT BASICALLY 



24 WHAT IT DID IS ELIMINATE THE GRANDFATHER 

25 CLAUSE AND REQUIRED OPERATORS TO GO BEYOND 

26 THE FEDERAL STANDARDS BY DOING A SUB J TEST. 

27 THE USE OF ENGINEERING ASSUMPTIONS 

28 IN THAT DECISION IS SAID TO BE USED ON AN 
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1 INTERIM BASIS FOR THE PURPOSE OF PRIORITIZING 

2 PSEPWORK. I DON'T BELIEVE THAT THAT 

3 DECISION IN ANY WAY ATTEMPTED TO CHANGE THE 

4 MAOP OF EXISTING PIPELINES EITHER BEFORE, 

5 DURING OR AFTER THE PSEP-RELATED WORK. I MAY 

6 HAVE THAT WRONG, BUT IT DOESN'T SEEM IN MY 

7 MIND THAT WE HAVE DONE THE PSEP 

8 IMPLEMENTATION WRONG OR THAT THE COMMISSION 

9 HAS GIVEN THE UTILITIES DIRECTION TO CHANGE 

10 THE WAY THEY CALCULATE THE MAOP OF RECORD ON 

11 THEIR PIPELINES. 

12 SO I DO AGREE THAT IT'S A BIGGER 

13 SCOPE THAN JUST LINE 147 AND IT HAS SERIOUS 

14 CONSEQUENCES SYSTEMWIDE. IT DOESN'T SEEM 

15 THAT IT IS QUITE AS BROAD AS YOUR HONOR HAS 

16 SUGGESTED. 

17 MS. STROTTMAN: YOUR HONOR, THE CITY OF 



18 SAN CARLOS AGREES WITH MR. ROBERTS AND MS. 

19 PAULL'S STATEMENTS. OBVIOUSLY THERE IS A 

20 DIFFERENCE OF OPINION ON THIS ISSUE, AND WE 

21 FEEL LIKE THIS SHOULD BE BRIEFED. AND I JUST 

22 WANTED TO NOTE TOO AND COMMENT ON MR. 

23 MALKIN'S STATEMENT THAT HE SAID, YOU KNOW, WE 

24 HAVE EVERY INDICATION THAT THE PIPE CAME FROM 

25 LINE 101, BUT THAT DOESN'T MEAN THAT THEY 

26 HAVE TRACEABLE, VERIFIABLE AND COMPLETE 

27 RECORDS. 

28 ALJ BUSHEY: THEY HAVE BETTER THAN 

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 

2744 

1 THAT. THEY HAVE IT ON A YIELD STRENGTH TEST 

2 THAT SAYS IT'S 39,000. WHY ARE YOU ARGUING 

3 FOR 24 WHEN WE KNOW AS A MATTER OF FACT IT'S 

4 39? 

5 MR. ROBERTS: WE KNOW AS A MATTER OF 

6 FACT THAT AT ONE POINT IN THAT LINE THAT'S 

7 WHAT THE TENSILE STRENGTH OF THE PIECE OF 

8 PIPE THAT THEY PULLED OUT OF THE GROUND IS. 

9 ALJ BUSHEY: THERE'S NEVER BEEN ANY 

10 OTHER PIECE IN THE LAST 20 YEARS THAT THEY 

11 HAVE PULLED OUT OF THEIR SYSTEM THAT HAS BEEN 



12 BELOW 33. YOU HAVE NO EVIDENCE TO SUPPORT 

13 YOUR ASSERTION. 

14 MR. ROBERTS: WE HAVE -

15 ALJ BUSHEY: YOU HAVE REGULATIONS THAT 

16 THE COMMISSION HAS - WE HAVE BEEN AT THIS 

17 FOR TWO AND A HALF YEARS NOW. YOU KNOW. AND 

18 IF YOU WANT TO PURSUE THIS, THEIR UPDATED 

19 APPLICATION IS IN. I EXPECT IT WILL BE 

20 ASSIGNED TO ME. AND WE'LL PUT IT IN THE 

21 SCOPING MEMO, AND WE CAN LITIGATE IT THERE 

22 AND BRIEF IT THERE. 

23 MS. STROTTMAN: BUT YOUR HONOR, WHAT 

24 PROOF DO WE HAVE THAT EVERY SINGLE INCH OF 

25 147 IS A.O. SMITH PIPE? WHAT PROOF DO WE 

26 HAVE THAT THEY KNOW WHAT'S IN THE GROUND, 

27 EVERY SINGLE INCH OF LINE 147? 

28 ALJ BUSHEY: THAT'S WHY WE DID THE 
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1 PRESSURE TESTING, BECAUSE THEY DON'T. WE 

2 DECIDED THAT TWO AND A HALF YEARS AGO. THEY 

3 DON'T KNOW. THEREFORE, WE'RE GOING TO AT 

4 GREAT EXPENSE HYDROTEST OR REPLACE EVERYTHING 

5 IN THE STATE. THAT'S WHAT WE DID TWO AND A 



6 HALF YEARS AGO. THAT'S WHY WE HAVE A 

7 HYDROTEST RECORD RIGHT NOW THAT SUPPOSEDLY IS 

8 GOOD TO 400, 400 PSI. 

9 MS. STROTTMAN: THAT'S FINE. BUT IT'S 

10 SAN CARLOS'S POSITION THAT THAT LINE NEEDS TO 

11 BE REPLACED. 

12 ALJ BUSHEY: WELL, THE COMMISSION 

13 APPROVED A PSEP PLAN LAST YEAR THAT 

14 SEGREGATED THINGS BETWEEN REPLACEMENTS AND 

15 HYDROTESTING. AND IF YOU WANT TO - I GUESS 

16 YOU CAN'T REALLY RELITIGATE THE PSEP. 

17 THERE'S THE UPDATE PROCEEDING. YOU CAN 

18 PROPOSE RECAT-REPRIORITIZING THINGS. BUT 

19 TO BE HONEST, THERE ARE LOTS OF SEGMENTS OF 

20 PIPELINE IN THE STATE THAT HAVE NOT BEEN 

21 HYDROTESTED YET. SO THOSE ARE THE NEXT UP IN 

22 PRIORITY. 

23 MS. PAULL: YOUR HONOR -

24 ALJ BUSHEY: BUT WE CAN LITIGATE THAT 

25 IN THE UPDATE PROCEEDING IF YOU WANT TO 

26 CHANGE THE PRIORITIES. BUT A YEAR AGO WE SET 

27 THE PRIORITIES, WE APPROVED THE PLAN, VOLUMES 

28 OF PLANS. AND EVERYTHING WAS ALL LAID OUT IN 

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 

2746 



1 A THREE-YEAR - A THREE-YEAR SERIES OF 

2 PRIORITIES. THIS PROCESS IS WELL UNDERWAY, 

3 AND IF YOU WANT TO PROPOSE CHANGING IT, WE 

4 HAVE A PROCEEDING TO DO THAT, BUT THIS ISN'T 

5 THE ONE. 

6 MS. PAULL: YOUR HONOR, I'D LIKE TO 

7 MAKE YOU AWARE OF SOME INFORMATION THAT HAS 

8 BEEN PRODUCED IN THIS PROCEEDING BUT NOT 

9 OFFERED INTO EVIDENCE. POSSIBLY MR. HARRISON 

10 WOULD BE ABLE TO SPEAK TO IT. IT'S EVIDENCE 

11 THAT - WELL, AS YOU - ONCE THE COMPANY 

12 FOUND OUT WHAT PIPE IT DID HAVE IN THE 

13 GROUND, THAT CHA - UNDER THE PSEP DECISION 

14 TREE IT MAY VERY WELL HAVE BEEN PRIORITIZED 

15 FOR REPLACEMENT RATHER THAN TESTING. AND 

16 THIS WAS A QUESTION THAT WAS DISCUSSED AMONG 

17 THE ENGINEERS. IT'S A DISCUSSION IN SOME 

18 E-MAILS THAT, YOU KNOW, HAVE BEEN PRODUCED. 

19 POSSIBLY MR. HARRISON COULD SPEAK TO 

20 THIS, AND IT WAS ONE OF - I REMEMBER THAT 

21 WAS ONE OF THE QUESTIONS HE RAISED. NOW THAT 

22 WE KNOW WHAT'S IN THE GROUND, NOW THAT WE 

23 KNOW IT HAS A JOINT - A DIFFERENT KIND OF 

24 SEAM AND A LOWER JOINT EFFICIENCY, AND I 

25 DON'T REMEMBER ABOUT THE SMYS, BUT NOW WE 

26 KNOW THAT IT HAS - IT'S A DIFFERENT SORT OF 

27 PIPE, WOULD IT BE PRIORITIZED UNDER THE PSEP 



28 FOR REPLACEMENT RATHER THAN TESTING. 

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 

2747 

1 AND THERE'S AT LEAST ONE EXAMINATION 

2 UNDER OATH WITH ONE OF THE ENGINEERS WHO 

3 WORKS ON THE PSEP PROCEEDING, HAS 

4 RESPONSIBILITIES FOR THE PSEP PLAN, SAID YES, 

5 IT WOULD HAVE BEEN - IT WOULD HAVE BEEN 

6 PRIORITIZED AS REPLACE RATHER THAN TEST. 

7 MAYBE PEOPLE THINK THAT DOESN'T 

8 MATTER BECAUSE IT'S BEEN TESTED NOW. 

9 APPARENTLY THAT'S WHAT THAT ENGINEER - I'M 

10 THINKING OF MR. MANEGOLD, WHO WAS ONE OF THE 

11 ENGINEERS EXAMINED UNDER OATH BY MR. SHORI. 

12 MAYBE ENGINEERS FEEL, WELL, IT WAS TESTED. 

13 SO NOW IT DOESN'T HAVE TO BE REPLACED. BUT 

14 HAD THEY HAD CORRECT INFORMATION, IT LOOKS 

15 LIKE IT WOULD HAVE BEEN REPLACED RATHER THAN 

16 TESTED. SO MAYBE THIS REALLY DOES MATTER. 

17 ALJ BUSHEY: WELL, MS. PAULL, YES, THIS 

18 DOES MATTER. THAT'S WHY WE'RE ALL HERE. BUT 

19 WE CAN'T GO BACK IN TIME. IF THEY WOULD HAVE 

20 KNOWN THEN WHAT THEY KNOW NOW, THE DECISION 

21 TREE WOULD HAVE LED TO A DIFFERENT RESULT. 



22 BUT IT'S NOT THEN. IT'S NOW. AND IN BETWEEN 

23 THOSE TWO TIMES AT GREAT EXPENSES AND GREAT 

24 INCONVENIENCE THE LINE WAS PRESSURE TESTED. 

25 NOW THE INFORMATION IS AVAILABLE. 

26 WE'VE FUNDAMENTALLY CHANGED THE EQUATION. 

27 NOW WE HAVE A PIECE OF PIPELINE THAT HAS BEEN 

28 HYDROTESTED AND WILL COME OUT IN A VERY 
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1 DIFFERENT PLACE IN THE DECISION TREE BECAUSE 

2 IT'S BEEN HYDROTESTED. 

3 MS. PAULL: YES. 

4 ALJ BUSHEY: SO THAT - WE HAVE TO WORK 

5 WITH WHAT WE KNOW NOW. AND WHAT WE KNOW NOW 

6 BASED ON EVERY - EVERY EXPERT WHO HAS LOOKED 

7 AT THIS AGREES THAT THIS LINE IS SAFE TO 

8 OPERATE UP TO 400 POUNDS PER SQUARE INCH. 

9 SO. 

10 MS. STROTTMAN: I'M SORRY TO INTERRUPT, 

11 BUT OUR EXPERT, DR. STEVICK, DID NOT TESTIFY 

12 TO THAT. 

13 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. 

14 MS. STROTTMAN: SO I JUST WANTED TO 

15 HIGHLIGHT THAT. 



16 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. SO IT SOUNDS LIKE 

17 ORA'S OBJECTIONS GO TO THE PROTOCOL FOR THE 

18 ENTIRE PSEP PLAN, WHICH WE CAN TAKE UP IN THE 

19 BROADER PROCEEDING. 

20 MR. ROBERTS: I JUST RECEIVED A NOTE 

21 THAT SOMEBODY LOOKED - ONE OF OUR TEAM 

22 LOOKED BACK AT THE DECISION AND CLARIFIED 

23 THAT THE MAO - EXCUSE ME - THE MAOP 

24 DECISIONS - I'M ASSUMING THAT'S THE 

25 DECISIONS TO RAISE MAOP ON THESE LINES - DID 

26 NOT ADDRESS THE INTERPRETATION OF FEDERAL 

27 REGULATIONS AND THAT PG&E'S WHAT WE THINK 

28 MISTAKEN INTERPRETATION OF THAT CODE IS BEING 
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1 RAISED HERE FOR THE FIRST TIME. SO. 

2 ALJ BUSHEY: ABSOLUTELY. THE 

3 REPRESSURIZATION DECISIONS WOULD NOT HAVE 

4 LOOKED AT THAT. THEY WOULD LOOK AT THE 

5 SUPPORTING EVIDENCE WHICH WAS SPECIFIED IN A 

6 DECISION IN 2011. WE SET IT OUT, AND IT WAS 

7 BASICALLY HYDROTEST RESULTS. THAT'S WHAT WE 

8 SAID. BRING US HYDROTEST RESULTS, AND WE 

9 WILL AUTHORIZE REPRESSURIZATION. THEY 



10 BROUGHT US HYDROTEST RESULTS TWO YEARS AGO. 

11 AUTHORIZED REPRESSURIZATION. THEY CAME BACK 

12 WITH CORRECTED ONES NOW, AND THEY'RE 

13 REQUESTING REAUTHORIZATION TO 330. 

14 THAT'S WHERE WE ARE. WE'RE IN A 

15 VERY NARROW REVIEW OF A VERY NARROW QUESTION 

16 WITH A VERY SPECIFIC EVIDENTIARY REQUIREMENT. 

17 AND TO THE EXTENT YOU WANT TO CHALLENGE THE 

18 WAY, THE PROTOCOL FOR THE PSEP, THAT IS 

19 SOMETHING THAT SHOULD BE ADDRESSED IN THE 

20 UPDATE APPLICATION IF YOU DON'T LIKE THE 

21 INTERPRETATION THERE, BECAUSE IT GOES - IT'S 

22 NOT JUST TO LINE 147. IT'S EVERYTHING 

23 THROUGHOUT THE STATE. 

24 MS. BONE: YOUR HONOR, IF THE 

25 COMMISSION IS USING AN INCORRECT PROTOCOL TO 

26 SET MAOP THAT IS NOT CONSISTENT WITH FEDERAL 

27 REGULATIONS, THAT IS AN ISSUE THAT NEEDS TO 

28 BE ADDRESSED HERE WHEN YOU DECIDE TO SET THE 
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1 NEXT MAOP FOR LINE 147. IT CANNOT BE 

2 IGNORED. IT WOULD BE LEGAL ERROR TO IGNORE 

3 THE FACT THAT WE HAVE AN IMPROPER APPLICATION 



4 OF THE FEDERAL CODE TO CALCULATE THE MAOP. 

5 MAOP IS NOT JUST BASED ON HYDROTEST 

6 RECORDS. YOU TAKE THE SUBPART J RECORD, AND 

7 YOU RUN IT THROUGH THE REQUIREMENTS OF 619, 

8 AND YOU LOOK AT THE DESIGN MAOP AS WELL. AND 

9 THAT SECTION IS THE ONE THAT DETERMINES WHAT 

10 MAOP DOES. YOU CANNOT IGNORE THAT SECTION TO 

11 SET MAOP. AND THAT IS WHAT APPEARS TO BE 

12 HAPPENING HERE. 

13 ALJ BUSHEY: IF IT'S HAPPENING HERE, 

14 THEN IT'S HAPPENED THROUGHOUT THIS 

15 PROCEEDING. I DON'T AGREE THAT IT IS 

16 HAPPENING HERE. 

17 BUT WE NEED TO GET STARTED. WE'VE 

18 SPENT AN HOUR ON THIS NOW. AND IT APPEARS 

19 THAT THERE ARE NO FACTUAL DISPUTES. IF THERE 

20 ARE ANY DISPUTES, THEY'RE LEGAL DISPUTES. 

21 MS. BONE: THAT'S NOT CORRECT, YOUR 

22 HONOR. THERE ARE A NUMBER OF FACTUAL 

23 DISPUTES. 

24 MS. STROTTMAN: AND I AGREE WITH MS. 

25 BONE. 

26 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. WHAT ARE THE 

27 FACTUAL DISPUTES? LET'S GET DOWN TO THAT. 

28 MS. BONE: PG&E'S SHOWING IN THIS CASE 
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1 TO SUPPORT THE 330 MAOP IS NOT COMPLETE. IT 

2 HAS NOT MADE THAT SHOWING. IT HAS NOT 

3 PROVIDED DATA. 

4 ALJ BUSHEY: MS. BONE, THAT'S ARGUMENT. 

5 GIVE ME A DISPUTED ISSUE OF MATERIAL FACT. 

6 MS. BONE: THE MATERIAL FACT IS THAT 

7 EXHIBITS A AND B DO NOT CONTAIN DATA TO 

8 SUPPORT PG&E'S ASSERTION THAT EVERY FOOT OF 

9 LINE 147 HAS BEEN TESTED. 

10 ALJ BUSHEY: MR. ROBERTS, THIS IS YOUR 

11 COUNSEL. 

12 MR. ROBERTS: THAT'S CORRECT. 

13 MS. PAULL: TRACI BONE IS CO-COUNSEL 

14 FORORA. 

15 ALJ BUSHEY: RIGHT. I UNDERSTAND THAT. 

16 BUT DIDN'T YOU JUST TELL US AT THE BEGINNING. 

17 MS. PAULL: WHAT MS. BONE WAS SAYING IS 

18 THAT THE SAFETY CERTIFICATION DOESN'T - SHE 

19 WASN'T SAYING THAT THE LINE HAS NOT BEEN 

20 TESTED. WE NOW KNOW - WE NOW MUCH MORE 

21 CONFIDENT THAT IT'S BEEN TESTED. WHAT SHE 

22 WAS SAYING IS THAT YOU COULDN'T TELL THAT 

23 FORM THE SAFETY CERTIFICATION, WHICH IS 

24 PG&E'S EVIDENTIARY SUPPORT FOR ITS PRESSURE 

25 RESTORATION REQUEST. 



26 ALJ BUSHEY: SO WHAT DO YOU WANT THEM 

27 TO DO? DO YOU WANT THEM TO PUT MORE 

28 INFORMATION IN THE RECORD? 
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1 MS. PAULL: THEIR SAFETY CERTIFICATION 

2 TO THE COMMISSION SHOULD, NUMBER ONE, BE IN 

3 THE RECORDS BECAUSE A KEY PIECE OF EVIDENCE, 

4 AND NUMBER TWO, WHEN REVIEWING IT ONE SHOULD 

5 BE ABLE TO DETERMINE THAT'S THE FACTUAL 

6 CONFIRMATION OF WHAT PG&E EXECUTIVES ARE 

7 SAYING. PG&E EXECUTIVES ARE TESTIFYING AND 

8 SAYING THINGS. THE INFORMATION IN THAT 

9 SAFETY CERTIFICATION, YOU'RE SUPPOSED TO BE 

10 ABLE TO CONFIRM WHAT THEY'RE SAYING IN THERE. 

11 SO IF THAT DOESN'T - IF THEY DON'T 

12 MATCH, SOMETHING IS WRONG WITH PG&E'S 

13 SHOWING. I THINK THAT IS THE POINT THAT MS. 

14 BONE WAS TRYING TO MAKE. 

15 MS. BONE: THAT IS EXACTLY THE POINT. 

16 THIS COMMISSION, AS WE REMINDED IN OPENING 

17 STATEMENTS, HAS AN OBLIGATION TO LOOK AT THE 

18 EVIDENCE ON THE RECORD, AND THAT THE EVIDENCE 

19 SHOULD SUPPORT ITS DECISIONS. AND IN ORDER 



20 FOR PG&E TO SIT HERE AND ASSERT THAT LINE 147 

21 HAS BEEN TESTED, EVERY FOOT OF IT, THEY 

22 SHOULD HAVE DATA TO BACK THAT UP. THE NTSB 

23 RECOGNIZED THIS. 

24 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. STOP. MR. ROBERTS. 

25 MR. ROBERTS: YES. 

26 ALJ BUSHEY: DIDN'T YOU TELL ME THAT ON 

27 THE RECORD THAT AS PART OF THE WORKSHOP YOU 

28 WALKED THROUGH THIS AND THAT YOU WERE 
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1 SATISFIED THAT EVERY FOOT HAS BEEN PRESSURE 

2 TESTED? 

3 MR. ROBERTS: I CLAR - SO PG&E IN 

4 THEIR WORKSHOP STATEMENT SAID THAT WE HAVE -

5 THAT WE HAVE CERTIFIED THE ENTIRE LINE HAS 

6 BEEN TESTED. WHAT I SAID IS THAT IN MY 

7 OPINION AFTER THAT WORKSHOP THAT I BELIEVE 

8 THAT THE LINE WAS HYDROTESTED. 

9 I STILL STAND BY MY TESTIMONY WHICH 

10 SAYS THAT APPENDIX A TO THEIR OCTOBER 11TH 

11 FILING, WHICH, AS MS. BONE SAID, IS THE 

12 EVIDENCE THAT I THOUGHT I NEEDED TO LOOK AT 

13 AND ANALYZE TO DETERMINE THE VALIDITY OF 



14 THEIR STATEMENT, THIS STILL DOES NOT SUPPORT 

15 THE ASSERTION THAT EVERY INCH OF PIPE HAS 

16 BEEN TESTED. 

17 ON THE ONE HAND, I NOW - I BELIEVE 

18 THE LINE WAS HYDROTESTED. THERE IS NO 

19 EVIDENCE IN THE RECORD THAT IT HAS BEEN. SO 

20 THAT'S THE DIFFERENCE. WE HAD A WORKSHOP 

21 WHERE I THINK ALL THE EXPERTS THAT WERE THERE 

22 FOR PARTIES CONCURRED THAT WE DON'T 

23 BELIEVE - THAT WE BELIEVE THAT THE MAOP OF 

24 TEST IS CORRECT, THAT THAT IS A DIFFERENT 

25 THING FROM SAYING THAT PG&E HAS IN THIS - IN 

26 RESPONSE TO THIS OSC PROVIDED THE EVIDENCE TO 

27 SUPPORT THAT. AND I DID RAISE THAT POINT AT 

28 THE END OF THE WORKSHOP YESTERDAY AS WELL. 
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1 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. THIS ISN'T AN OSC. 

2 SO THERE'S NO DISPUTE ABOUT THE FACT. THE 

3 ONLY DISPUTE IS ABOUT WHAT'S BEEN PRESENTED, 

4 THAT THEY HAVEN'T PRESENTED THE CORRECT PAPER 

5 TO THE COMMISSION? 

6 MS. PAULL: NO, YOUR HONOR. THEY 

7 HAVEN'T MET THEIR BURDEN OF SHOW - OF 



8 DEMONSTRATING THAT THEY HAVE CORRECTLY 

9 CALCULATED THE MAOP THAT THEY ARE REOUESTING. 

10 IT'S PG&E'S BURDEN TO PRODUCE THAT EVIDENCE. 

11 YOU WILL RECALL THE NTSB, WHEN THE 

12 NTSB IN THEIR ACCIDENT REPORT ON SAN BRUNO, 

13 THEY SAID, THEY HAD A NUMBER OF FINDINGS 

14 WHERE THEY SAID, PG&E SAYS X, BUT OUR 

15 INVESTIGATION WHEN WE LOOK AT THE DATA DOES 

16 NOT CONFIRM THAT. 

17 ALJ BUSHEY: WHAT DOES THAT HAVE TO DO 

18 WITH — 

19 MS. PAULL: THAT THE SAFETY 

20 CERTIFICATION SHOULD - IS THE KEY PIECE OF 

21 EVIDENCE TO SUPPORT THE RESTORATION OF THE 

22 PRESSURE OF THE LINE. 

23 ALJ BUSHEY: RIGHT. I UNDERSTAND THAT. 

24 BUT MR. ROBERTS HAS MET WITH THEM AND GONE 

25 OVER THEIR INFORMATION, AND HE FACTUALLY 

26 AGREES THAT THEY HAVE DONE IT. THE ONLY 

27 DISPUTE I'M HEARING IS THAT SOMEHOW THERE'S 

28 SOME PIECES OF MISSING PAPERWORK TO MAKE THAT 
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1 DEMONSTRATION. IS THAT WHAT-



2 MS. PAULL: NO. 

3 ALJ BUSHEY: THAT'S NOT A DISPUTED 

4 ISSUE OF MATERIAL FACT. 

5 MS. PAULL: NO. THERE IS A DISPUTE, AS 

6 YOU KNOW, YOUR HONOR, ABOUT HOW TO CORRECTLY 

7 CALCULATE THE DESIGN MAOP. THAT IS ONE 

8 DISPUTE. 

9 ALJ BUSHEY: THAT IS A LEGAL ISSUE. 

10 I'M LOOKING FOR A DISPUTED ISSUE OF MATERIAL 

11 FACT. I WANT A FACT THAT PG&E HAS ASSERTED 

12 THAT ORA ASSERTS A DIFFERENT FACT, ACTUAL 

13 FACT IN THE REAL WORD. 

14 MS. PAULL: WELL, OUR ASSERTION IS THAT 

15 THE SHOWING THEY HAVE MADE IN THEIR SAFETY 

16 CERTIFICATION IS NOT SUFFICIENT TO SUPPORT 

17 THEIR REQUEST. 

18 MR. ROBERTS: I CAN ADD ANOTHER ONE. I 

19 BELIEVE IT IS A - I BELIEVE THIS IS A FACT 

20 THAT YOU'RE LOOKING FOR. PG&E IS ASSERTING 

21 THAT THEY CAN DETERMINE THE SMYS OF THE LINE 

22 BASED ON THE SAMPLE THAT ANAMET TESTED. I 

23 THINK IT'S A FACTUAL DISPUTE WHETHER THAT ONE 

24 PIECE OF EVIDENCE CAN STAND TO REPRESENT THE 

25 ENTIRETY OF ALL THE A.O. SMITH PIPE IN LINE 

26 147 AND OTHER UNKNOWN - OTHER PIECES OF PIPE 

27 WHICH THEIR PFL SAYS ARE UNKNOWN. 

28 SO IN ESSENCE, IN THE SAFETY 
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1 CERTIFICATION IN THE HEARINGS WE HAVE SEEN I 

2 BELIEVE TWO TEST REPORTS, ONE WITHIN THE 

3 SECTION WHERE 109 LEAKED, AND THE OTHER WHERE 

4 THEY TIED IN BETWEEN TWO HYDROTESTS. WE HAVE 

5 TWO DATA POINTS THAT-

6 SO IT'S A STATISTICAL ISSUE. WHEN 

7 THEY CANT PROVIDE COMPLETE TRACEABLE RECORDS 

8 OF WHAT'S IN THE GROUND, THEN WE HAVE TO 

9 SOMEHOW ASCERTAIN WHAT'S IN THE GROUND. AND 

10 THE COMMON ENGINEERING PRACTICE IS IF 

11 SOMETHING IS UNKNOWN YOU SAMPLE WITH A 

12 FORMULA THAT ALLOWS YOU TO SAY THAT A FINDING 

13 IN ONE POINT CAN BE APPLIED TO THE GENERAL 

14 POPULATION. AND THE FEDERAL STANDARDS 

15 ACTUALLY ACCOUNT FOR THAT IF YOU WANT TO 

16 ESTABLISH A SMYS BASED ON TENSILE TESTING. 

17 SO I THINK IT IS A FACTUAL DISPUTE 

18 WHETHER THE ANAMET REPORT, OR I BELIEVE IT'S 

19 REPORTS, CAN BE USED TO ESTABLISH A SMYS THAT 

20 IS - THAT ACCURATELY REPRESENTS THE UNKNOWN 

21 PIPE IN LINE 147. 

22 ALJ BUSHEY: BUT YOU'VE NOW COME IN A 

23 FULL CIRCLE BACK TO THE PROTOCOL FOR THE 



24 UNKNOWNS. WE HAVE A PROTOCOL FOR DEALING 

25 WITH THAT. AND DO YOU HAVE ANY ASSERTION 

26 THAT PG&E IS NOT COMPLYING WITH THAT PROTOCOL 

27 THAT THE COMMISSION HAS ADOPTED OVER TWO 

28 YEARS AGO? 
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1 MR. ROBERTS: I CAN - A FACTUAL 

2 DISPUTE THAT THE DOCUMENT THEY PROVIDED TO US 

3 IS DATED OCTOBER-OCTOBER OF 2013. THE 

4 PRUPF THAT WAS PROVIDED TO US AS EVIDENCE WAS 

5 NOT THE PRUPF THAT LED TO THE PSEP FILING. 

6 THEY HAD A PROTOCOL. THE COMMISSION 

7 ADOPTED A VERY BROAD DEFINITION OF THE USE OF 

8 ENGINEERING ASSUMPTIONS. THAT IS NOT THE 

9 SAME THING AS, IN MY MIND, THE COMMISSION 

10 TAKING A DOCUMENT WHICH HAD BEEN APPROVED BY 

11 PG&E MANAGEMENT AND SAYING, YES, WE AGREE 

12 THAT YOU CAN USE THIS ON AN INTERIM BASIS TO 

13 ESTABLISH CHARACTERISTICS FOR UNKNOWN PIECES 

14 OF PIPE. 

15 PG&E HAS BEEN MODIFYING THAT 

16 PROCESS. AND I THINK EVOLUTION IS A GOOD 

17 IDEA, BUT YOU DO NEED TO START FROM SOMEPLACE 



18 SOLID AND CHANGE. 

19 BUT I GUESS MY CENTRAL POINT WAS 

20 THAT PROTOCOL ITSELF, THE ONE THAT THEY 

21 PROVIDED IN THIS VENUE, WAS NOT DIRECTLY 

22 APPROVED BY THIS COMMISSION AND YOUR HONOR IN 

23 THE DECISIONS RELEVANT TO THE PSEP. 

24 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. SO OTHER THAN LEGAL 

25 ARGUMENT ABOUT THE UNKNOWN PROTOCOL, I 

26 STILL-WHAT DISPUTED-

27 MR. ROBERTS: I'M SORRY. 

28 ALJ BUSHEY: - ISSUE OF MATERIAL FACT 
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1 IS THERE? 

2 MR. ROBERTS: A SEPARATE RELATED ISSUE 

3 IS THAT IF - SO WE DO HAVE THE PRUPF, AND WE 

4 CAN NOW LOOK AT IT BECAUSE IT WAS PROVIDED 

5 NON-CONFIDENTIALLY IN THE NEW PSEP 

6 APPLICATION. 

7 WE HAVE EVIDENCE THAT IT WAS-THAT 

8 PG&E'S OWN PROCESS WAS NOT APPLIED CORRECTLY 

9 FOR SEGMENTS 107 AND - I'M SORRY - 108 AND 

10 SEGMENT 108.7. 

11 SO SETTING ASIDE WHAT THE FEDERAL 



12 GOVERNMENT SAYS TO DO, IT APPEARS THAT PG&E 

13 DID NOT CORRECTLY APPLY THEIR OWN PROCESS, 

14 WHICH IS SOMETHING WE SAW MANY TIMES IN THE 

15 PSEP APPLICATION. 

16 ALJ BUSHEY: IN WHAT WAY? 

17 MR. ROBERTS: MY TESTIMONY WENT INTO A 

18 LOT OF DETAIL ABOUT WHERE PG&E'S DECISION 

19 TREE WAS NOT FOLLOWED IN DETERMINING THE 

20 MITIGATION THAT WAS PERFORMED ON INDIVIDUAL 

21 PIPELINES, PIPELINE SEGMENTS. 

22 ALJ BUSHEY: DECISION TREE. 

23 MR. ROBERTS: I'M GOING BACK IN TIME TO 

24 THE PSEP. WHAT I'M SAYING HERE-

25 ALJ BUSHEY: I NEED YOU TO GET 

26 FOCUSED-

27 MR. ROBERTS: RIGHT. 

28 ALJ BUSHEY: - ON LINE 147 AND THE 
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1 SPECIFIC EVIDENTIARY REQUIREMENTS FOR 

2 REPRESSURIZATION AUTHORIZATION. IT'S VERY 

3 SIMPLE, AND IT AMOUNTS TO A HYDROTEST. 

4 AS I HEAR ORA'S POSITION, THEY, ORA 

5 HAS AGREED WITH PG&E THAT THE LINE HAS BEEN 



6 HYDROTESTED. IS THAT AN ACCURATE STATEMENT 

7 OF YOUR POSITION? 

8 MR. ROBERTS: ORA DOES AGREE THAT THE 

9 LINE WAS HYDROTESTED. 

10 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. 

11 MR. ROBERTS: COMPLETE, COMPLETELY. 

12 ALJ BUSHEY: AND THAT CONSISTENT WITH 

13 SUBPART J, THE MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE OPERATING 

14 PRESSURE OF THAT LINE IS 400 POUNDS PER 

15 SQUARE INCH. 

16 MR. ROBERTS: NO. THE DETERMINATION OF 

17 AN MAOP BASED ON A TEST PRESSURE DETERMINED 

18 BY SUBPART L, I BELIEVE, WHICH IS 192.619. 

19 SO PART J JUST SAYS HOW YOU DO A HYDROTEST. 

20 ALJ BUSHEY: SORRY. OKAY. SO IN ANY 

21 EVENT, BASED ON THE HYDROTEST RESULTS, DOES 

22 ORA DISPUTE THAT PG&E HAS PROVIDED HYDROTEST 

23 RESULTS TO SUPPORT THEIR REQUEST FOR A 330 

24 POUNDS PER SQUARE INCH MAOP? 

25 MR. ROBERTS: BASED ON THE WORKSHOP 

26 YESTERDAY, NOT ON ANYTHING PG&E PROVIDED IN 

27 RESPONSE TO OUR EXTENSIVE DISCOVERY PROCESS, 

28 WE ARE NOW - I PERSONALLY BELIEVE, AND I 
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1 THINK MY VIEW REPRESENTS ORA'S POSITION, THAT 

2 LINE 147 WAS HYDROTESTED CONSISTENT WITH 

3 SUBPART J TO SUPPORT AN MAOP OF TEST OF 330 

4 PSI. 

5 ALJ BUSHEY: THANK YOU. 

6 MS. STROTTMAN: SO YOUR HONOR, THEN IS 

7 IT YOUR POSITION THEN THAT THE HYDROTEST IS 

8 THE END-ALL-BE-ALL FOR THIS DETERMINATION? 

9 ALJ BUSHEY: IT'S NOT. MY POSITION IS 

10 THE POSITION OF THE COMMISSION IN THE 

11 DECISION SETTING FORTH THE REQUIREMENTS FOR A 

12 REPRESSURIZATION AUTHORIZATION. THERE ARE 

13 SPECIFIC SUPPORTING INFORMATION THAT THE -

14 THAT PG&E MUST PRESENT. THE ESSENCE OF THAT 

15 IS HYDROTEST RESULTS. 

16 MS. STROTTMAN: BECAUSE I MEAN THE CITY 

17 OF SAN CARLOS HAS A LOT OF ISSUES. I MEAN WE 

18 DON'T BELIEVE THAT THE LINE EVEN NEEDS TO BE 

19 OPERATED AS A TRANSMISSION LINE. WE BELIEVE 

20 THAT PG&E'S ARGUMENTS THAT THE UPCOMING 

21 WINTER SEASON REQUIRES THEM TO RAISE THE 

22 MAOP, WHICH IS A REASON WHY THIS PROCEEDING 

23 IN OUR OPINION HAS BEEN RUSHED. AND THERE 

24 ARE SEVERAL OTHER ISSUES THAT WE HAVE 

25 RELATING TO PG&E'S OPERATIONAL PRACTICES THAT 

26 RELATE TO LINE 147. SO THAT'S WHY I'M 

27 ASKING, IS HYDROTESTING, IF THAT'S ALL THE 



28 INFORMATION YOU NEED, THEN THIS IS THE END OF 
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1 THE STORY? IS THIS-

2 ALJ BUSHEY: THE COMMISSION WROTE THE 

3 SPECIFICS FOR THE STORY IN DECISION 

4 11-09-006. THAT'S WHERE IT SPECIFIED WHAT 

5 PG&E NEEDS TO SHOW TO REPRESSURIZE A LINE. 

6 IT'S VERY SPECIFIC. IT'S VERY NARROW. AND 

7 THE PROCESS IS EXPEDITED. IT'S BEEN THAT WAY 

8 FOR TWO YEARS. 

9 MS. PAULL: BUT YOUR HONOR, THERE'S A 

10 REQUIREMENT THAT IS ONGOING THAT I'M SURE YOU 

11 KNOW THAT PG&E BE IN COMPLIANCE WITH ALL 

12 SAFETY REQUIREMENTS, STATE AND FEDERAL. 

13 ALJ BUSHEY: AND IF YOU THINK THAT 

14 THEY'RE NOT, THEN YOU SHOULD FILE A COMPLAINT 

15 OR WE SHOULD TAKE THE ISSUE UP IN THE BROADER 

16 RULEMAKING. THE NARROW ISSUE IN FRONT OF US 

17 TODAY IS LINE 147 AND WHETHER PG&E HAS MET 

18 THE REQUIREMENTS OF DECISION 11-09-006. 

19 THAT'S ALL. 

20 MS. PAULL: DOES THAT DECISION ONLY 

21 REQUIRE HYDROTESTING, NOTHING MORE? I DON'T 



22 HAVE IT IN FRONT OF ME. THAT'S THE ONLY 

23 REASON I'M ASKING. 

24 ALJ BUSHEY: IT REQUIRES A SAFETY 

25 CERTIFICATION. IT REQUIRES THE CONCURRENCE 

26 OFSED. THERE'S A LIST OF SUPPORTING 

27 INFORMATION THAT IS REQUIRED. IT'S VERY 

28 SPECIFIC, VERY WELL LAID OUT, IF I DO SAY SO 
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1 MYSELF, AND WE'VE APPLIED IT AT LEAST FIVE OR 

2 SIX TIMES. THAT'S WHAT'S REQUIRED. AND ONCE 

3 THEY'VE MET THAT, THOSE REQUIREMENTS, THEN 

4 THE DECISION IS ISSUED IN FAIRLY STRAIGHT 

5 ORDER. 

6 SO WHY DON'T WE TAKE A BREAK, ALLOW 

7 THE PARTIES TO CONFER AMONGST THEMSELVES, AND 

8 WE'LL RECONVENE IN 10 MINUTES. 

9 WE'LL BE OFF THE RECORD. 

10 (RECESS TAKEN) ] 

11 ALJ BUSHEY: WE'LL BE BACK ON 

12 THE RECORD. 

13 WHILE WE WERE OFF THE RECORD, 

14 I DISTRIBUTED COPIES OF DECISION 11-09-006 

15 THAT SETS OUT THE PROCEDURES AND SUBSTANTIVE 



16 REQUIREMENTS FOR A REPRESSURIZATION 

17 PROCEEDING SUCH AS THIS ONE. I'VE DIRECTED 

18 THE PARTIES' ATTENTION TO ORDERING 

19 PARAGRAPH 4 WHICH SETS FORTH THE SHOWING THAT 

20 PG&E MUST MAKE. 

21 THE PARTIES HAVE BEEN REVIEWING 

22 ORDERING PARAGRAPH 4, AND IT WOULD ASSIST US 

23 IN SETTING THE SCHEDULE FOR CROSS-EXAMINATION 

24 IF THE PARTIES WOULD INDICATE WHICH OF THESE 

25 ITEMS THAT THEY BELIEVE THAT PG&E HAS NOT 

26 PRESENTED. 

27 WE'LL START WITH ORA. 

28 MS. PAULL: YOUR HONOR, I'D JUST LIKE 
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1 TO NOTE FIRST THAT THIS IS AN ORDER TO SHOW 

2 CAUSE PROCEEDING, NOT A PRESSURE RESTORATION 

3 PROCEEDING. 

4 ALJ BUSHEY: NO, IT'S NOT. THIS IS NOT 

5 AN ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE PROCEEDING. THIS 

6 COMPONENT IS A PRESSURE RESTORIZATION 

7 PROCEEDING. THE ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE ON THE 

8 FIRST PART OF THAT, THE PDS ARE PENDING 

9 BEFORE THE COMMISSION. THE SUBSTANTIVE PART 



10 OF THAT WE HAVE CROSS-EXAMINATION TO DO ON. 

11 TODAY, THE ISSUE IN FRONT OF THE COMMISSION 

12 IS TO RESTORE PRESSURE ON LINE 147. 

13 MS. PAULL: YES, I UNDERSTAND. 

14 SO WE, ORA HAS ALREADY PUT ON THE 

15 RECORD OR, RATHER, WILL PUT ON THE RECORD 

16 WHEN YOU WOULD LIKE TO MOVE INTO EVIDENCE 

17 MR. ROBERTS' TESTIMONY WHICH EXPLAINS IN 

18 GREAT DETAIL THE DEFICIENCIES IN THE SAFETY 

19 CERTIFICATION AND OTHER INFORMATION THAT PG&E 

20 HAS PRESENTED. ERRORS AND SO FORTH-

21 ALJ BUSHEY: RIGHT. 

22 MS. PAULL: - WHICH PG&E HAS 

23 ACKNOWLEDGED SOME OF THEM ON THE RECORD, 

24 I BELIEVE. 

25 ALJ BUSHEY: ACKNOWLEDGED AND 

26 CORRECTED. 

27 MS. PAULL, ORDERING PARAGRAPH 4 

28 SETS OUT A THROUGH G. I'M SORRY, A THROUGH 
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1 H. WHICH OF THESE COMPONENTS IS IT ORA'S 

2 POSITION THAT PG&E HAS NOT PRESENTED? 

3 MR. ROBERTS: I WOULD SAY THAT D, THE 



4 COMPLETE PRESSURE TEST RESULTS. IF THIS 

5 ORDERING PARAGRAPH IS INTENDING THAT 

6 THE COMPLETE PRESSURE TEST RESULTS BE PART OF 

7 THE SHOWING, I THINK WE WOULD SAY THAT THAT 

8 IS NOT IN THE RECORD BECAUSE OF THE ISSUES WE 

9 RAISE WITH EXHIBIT A. 

10 MS. PAULL: EXHIBIT A OF THE SAFETY 

11 CERTIFICATION. IT'S THE FIRST OF TWO PARTS 

12 OF THE SAFETY CERTIFICATION. 

13 ALJ BUSHEY: I'M TRYING TO UNDERSTAND 

14 THIS. 

15 SO IS IT YOUR POSITION THAT THEY 

16 HAVE NOT BEEN DONE OR THAT THEY ARE NOT -

17 "THEY" BEING THE PRESSURE TESTS, IS IT YOUR 

18 POSITION THAT THE PRESSURE TESTS HAVE NOT 

19 BEEN DONE OR SIMPLY THAT THEY HAVE NOT 

20 INCLUDED ALL OF THE RECORDS? 

21 MR. ROBERTS: I'M ADDRESSING THE 

22 COMPLETENESS PART OF D. SO-

23 ALJ BUSHEY: SO IT'S A DOCUMENTATION 

24 PROBLEM? 

25 MR. ROBERTS: CORRECT. 

26 ALJ BUSHEY: AND WHAT DOCUMENTATION NOT 

27 PART OF APPENDIX A WOULD YOU LIKE TO HAVE AS 

28 PART OF APPENDIX A? 
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1 MR. ROBERTS: FIRST, THE APPENDIX A 

2 WOULD REMOVE INFORMATION THAT'S CONTRADICTORY 

3 THAT WAS RAISED - THAT WAS HIGHLIGHTED IN MY 

4 TESTIMONY. AND BASED ON OUR WORKSHOP 

5 YESTERDAY OF WHAT THE OUTCOME WAS IS THAT 

6 WHAT CORRECTLY DOCUMENTS THE TEST ARE 

7 AS-BUILT DRAWINGS. SO IN SOME WAY, THE STPR 

8 PACKAGE AS I BELIEVE IT'S REFERRED TO SHOULD 

9 ACCURATELY PROVIDE DRAWINGS THAT SHOW WHERE 

10 THE TESTS WERE PERFORMED SO THAT YOU CAN 

11 DETERMINE THE SEGMENTS THAT WERE TESTED. 

12 ALJ BUSHEY: BUT IT'S YOUR POSITION 

13 THAT THEY WERE TESTED, IT'S JUST A MATTER OF 

14 THE PROPER DOCUMENTATION NOT HAVING BEEN 

15 PRESENTED. 

16 MR. ROBERTS: CORRECT. 

17 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. SO A POST-DECISION 

18 COMPLIANCE REQUIREMENT THAT THEY PROVIDE 

19 THAT? 

20 ACTUALLY, APPENDIX A ISN'T PART OF 

21 THE RECORD, IS IT? 

22 MS. PAULL: YOUR HONOR. 

23 MR. MALKIN: NO. IT'S NOT, YOUR HONOR. 

24 MS. PAULL: WE, ORA FEELS STRONGLY THAT 

25 IT SHOULD BE PART OF THE RECORD. AND 



26 THE CONFIDENTIALITY CONCERNS REALLY CAN BE 

27 EASILY RESOLVED. WE THINK IT'S A KEY PIECE 

28 OF EVIDENCE AND IT NEEDS TO BE IN THE RECORD. 
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1 AND IT HAS TO BE CORRECTED - EITHER 

2 UNCORRECTED OR CORRECTED, THAT'S TO BE 

3 DECIDED, BUT I DON'T SEE HOW THE COMMISSION 

4 CAN - THE COMMISSION'S RECORD WILL BE 

5 INCOMPLETE WITHOUT IT. 

6 ALJ BUSHEY: MR. MALKIN, THIS IS THE 

7 DOCUMENTATION THAT WE HAVE NOT -

8 SPECIFICALLY DECIDED NOT TO INCLUDE IN 

9 THE RECORD IN ALL OF OUR PAST PRESSURE 

10 RESTORATIONS? 

11 MR. MALKIN: THAT IS CORRECT, YOUR 

12 HONOR. 

13 ALJ BUSHEY: AND THE INFORMATION HAS 

14 BEEN PROVIDED TO THE PARTIES FOR THEIR 

15 INSPECTION AND CLARIFICATION QUESTIONS ON, 

16 BUT NOT INCLUDED IN THE RECORD? 

17 MR. MALKIN: THAT IS CORRECT. 

18 THE MATERIALS WERE NOT FILED, SO THEY'RE NOT 

19 PART OF THE RECORD. 



20 ALJ BUSHEY: IS IT A FAIR STATEMENT 

21 THAT - AND YOU MIGHT NEED TO CONFER WITH 

22 YOUR CLIENTS BECAUSE I KNOW YOU WEREN'T THERE 

23 YESTERDAY AT THE WORKSHOP. BUT YESTERDAY'S 

24 WORKSHOP, WOULD THAT HAVE PROVIDED THE SAME 

25 LEVEL OF INSPECTION AND CLARIFICATION AS HAS 

26 BEEN OFFERED IN THE PREVIOUS PRESSURE 

27 RESTORATION PROCEEDINGS? 

28 MR. MALKIN: YES. AT LEAST, IF NOT 
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1 SUBSTANTIALLY BEYOND. 

2 THAT WORKSHOP WAS SPECIFICALLY HELD 

3 IN PG&E'S OFFICES IN WALNUT CREEK IN ORDER TO 

4 HAVE ALL DOCUMENTATION AVAILABLE AS 

5 NECESSARY. 

6 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. SO THEN IT WOULD BE 

7 ACCURATE TO SAY THAT THE PROCEDURAL 

8 AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION FOR PARTIES IN 

9 THIS PROCEEDING HAS AT LEAST BEEN AS HIGH AS 

10 IN THE COMMISSION'S PREVIOUS PRESSURE 

11 RESTORATION PROCEEDINGS. 

12 MR. MALKIN: THAT IS CORRECT. WITH 

13 RESPECT TO THE INSPECTION IN ALL OF 



14 THE PROCEEDINGS, THE PROCEDURE HAS BEEN 

15 INSPECTION BUT NOT COPYING AND -

16 ALJ BUSHEY: THANK YOU. 

17 MR. MALKIN: SO CERTAINLY CONSISTENT 

18 WITH THAT. 

19 ALJ BUSHEY: SO THE DOCUMENTATION 

20 AVAILABILITY HAS BEEN AT LEAST AS HIGH IN 

21 THIS PRESSURE RESTORATION AS HAS BEEN IN 

22 THE PREVIOUS FIVE OR SIX. 

23 IS THERE ANY OTHER COMPONENT OF 

24 THIS LIST THAT YOU BELIEVE PG&E HAS NOT 

25 PROVIDED? 

26 MS. BONE: YOUR HONOR-

27 MR. MEYERS: ARE YOU ADDRESSING THAT TO 

28 ALL PARTIES-
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1 ALJ BUSHEY: YEAH. I'M STARTING WITH 

2 ORA. BUT LET'S FINISH WITH ORA. 

3 MS. BONE: WHAT'S CONCERNING ABOUT THIS 

4 LIST IS IT ACTUALLY HAS A VERY SIGNIFICANT 

5 OMISSION WHICH IS THE ISSUE THAT WE'RE 

6 RAISING HERE TODAY, WHICH IS THAT PG&E IS NOT 

7 REQUIRED TO SHOW HOW IT CALCULATES THE MAOP 



8 BASED ON THE PRESSURE TEST READINGS 

9 CONSISTENT WITH 192.619. AND THAT IS 

10 THE PROBLEM THAT WE HAVE WITH PG&E'S SHOWING 

11 TODAY, OR ONE OF THEM. AND THAT IS WHAT IS 

12 MISSING FROM THIS DECISION AND IS A VERY 

13 SIGNIFICANT ERROR. 

14 ALJ BUSHEY: THIS DECISION WAS ISSUED 

15 ON SEPTEMBER 8 OF 2011. 

16 MS. BONE: THAT MAY BE. AND WHAT IT 

17 SADLY MEANS IS THAT THE COMMISSION HAS BEEN 

18 DOING THIS WRONG FOR THE LAST TWO YEARS. 

19 ALJ BUSHEY: WELL, THAT IS THE PROCESS 

20 THAT THE COMMISSION HAS ENGAGED IN. THIS IS 

21 THE COMMISSION'S DECISION. AND UNTIL IT'S 

22 CHANGED, IT'S THE DECISION THAT I NEED TO 

23 APPLY IN THIS PROCEEDING. 

24 MS. BONE: I UNDERSTAND THAT THAT'S 

25 YOUR POSITION, THAT'S IT'S NOT AN ISSUE HERE, 

26 THAT THE COMMISSION HAS NOT COMPLIED -

27 INSURED THAT PG&E'S MAOP CALCULATION COMPLIES 

28 WITH FEDERAL REGULATIONS. WE UNDERSTAND THAT 
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1 THAT IS YOUR POSITION, THAT WE SHOULD NOT 



2 EXPLORE THAT ISSUE HERE. 

3 ALJ BUSHEY: RIGHT. IT IS - THE 

4 COMMISSION ISSUED A DECISION TWO YEARS AGO. 

5 THERE'S A LIST OF THINGS THAT ARE REQUIRED 

6 FOR PG&E TO PRESENT AND WE ARE - AND I'M 

7 BOUND TO APPLY THIS DECISION UNTIL THE 

8 COMMISSION CHANGES IT. 

9 MS. BONE: SO -

10 ALJ BUSHEY: SO HERE WE HAVE 

11 THE DECISION. THIS IS THE EVIDENTIARY 

12 PRESENTATION THEY NEED TO MAKE. IS THERE ANY 

13 PORTION OF THIS EVIDENTIARY PRESENTATION THAT 

14 IT IS ORA'S POSITION HAS NOT BEEN PRESENTED 

15 BY PG&E? 

16 (NO RESPONSE) 

17 ALJ BUSHEY: HEARING NONE, THEN I'LL 

18 MOVE ON TO THE NEXT PARTIES. 

19 MS. PAULL: I'D JUST LIKE TO NOTE THAT 

20 THE QUESTION ABOUT WHETHER THE ENTIRE LINE 

21 WAS TESTED WAS ANSWERED AT THE WORKSHOP 

22 YESTERDAY, THAT'S WHEN THAT QUESTION GOT 

23 ANSWERED TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE PARTIES. 

24 ALJ BUSHEY: BUT AS WE SIT HERE TODAY 

25 THE PARTIES, OR AT LEAST ORA IS SATISFIED? 

26 MS. PAULL: YES. 

27 ALJ BUSHEY: I'D LIKE TO HEAR FROM 

28 THE OTHER PARTIES NOW. 
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1 MS. PAULL: YES. 

2 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY, SAN CARLOS. 

3 MS. STROTTMAN. 

4 MS. STROTTMAN: THANK YOU, YOUR HONOR. 

5 I JUST WANTED TO CLARIFY FIRST OF 

6 ALL, SO THIS NOT AN ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 

7 PROCEEDING. IT'S AN ADJUDICATORY PROCEEDING. 

8 SO DOES THAT MEAN THAT THERE IS NOT A BAN ON 

9 EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS? 

10 ALJ BUSHEY: THAT IS CORRECT. IT IS 

11 A RULEMAKING PROCEEDING THOUGH, SO THERE IS 

12 AN EX PARTE RULE THAT APPLIES. 

13 MS. STROTTMAN: YES. YES. BUT IT 

14 DOESN'T BAN THE CITY OF SAN CARLOS FROM 

15 MAKING EX PARTE VISITS WITH COMMISSIONERS, 

16 CORRECT? 

17 ALJ BUSHEY: IN COMPLIANCE WITH-

18 MS. STROTTMAN: YES. 

19 ALJ BUSHEY: - WITH THE REGULATIONS-

20 MS. STROTTMAN: UNDER THE RULES. 

21 ALJ BUSHEY: - COVERING THOSE, YES. 

22 MS. STROTTMAN: THANK YOU. 

23 YOUR HONOR, THE CITY OF SAN CARLOS, 



24 WE WOULD WANT TO - WE ARE REQUESTING BASED 

25 ON DUE PROCESS BASES TO CROSS-EXAMINE 

26 THE WITNESSES ON SECTION C WHICH IS THE 

27 REASON FOR THE MAOP REJECTION. AND THEN 

28 SUBSECTION C, THAT SAYS IN THE PROFESSIONAL 
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1 JUDGMENT OF THE ENGINEERING OFFICER THAT THE 

2 SYSTEM IS SAFE TO OPERATE AT THE PROPER OR AT 

3 THE PROPOSED MAOP, AS I STATED EARLIER, 

4 THE CITY OF SAN CARLOS HAS CROSS-EXAMINATION 

5 QUESTIONS RELATING TO WHETHER THE LINE HAS TO 

6 OPERATE AS A TRANSMISSION LINE. WE WANTED TO 

7 ASK MR. JOHNSON AND MR. SINGH SOME QUESTIONS 

8 ABOUT THE WEATHER DEMANDS ISSUES. 

9 AND WE HAVE AN E-MAIL THAT WE WOULD 

10 LIKE TO PRESENT TO MR. SINGH AND MR. JOHNSON 

11 THAT STATES THAT THIS LINE 147 ISSUE IS 

12 A SERIOUS ISSUE. IT WAS SERIOUS TO PG&E AND 

13 THAT THEY CONSIDERED IT A NEAR HIT FROM 

14 A SAFETY PERSPECTIVE. AND I WOULD LIKE 

15 THE OPPORTUNITY TO CROSS-EXAMINE 

16 THE WITNESSES ON THIS PARTICULAR E-MAIL 

17 BECAUSE IT SEEMS NOW THAT PG&E'S CHANGING 



18 COURSE AND DOESN'T THINK THAT THE SAFETY 

19 IMPLICATIONS FOR LINE 147 ARE AS SERIOUS THAT 

20 THEY INITIALLY THOUGHT THEY WERE. 

21 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY, SO THE SAFETY 

22 IMPLICATIONS GO TO THE SAFETY CERTIFICATION. 

23 MS. STROTTMAN: YES. 

24 ALJ BUSHEY: SO THAT MAKES SENSE. 

25 I'M LOST ON THE WEATHER, THOUGH. 

26 MS. STROTTMAN: YOUR HONOR, I RECALL 

27 FROM THE - I THINK IT WAS THE OCTOBER 21 ST 

28 PREHEARING CONFERENCE, PG&E SAID THAT THEY 
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1 NEEDED TO INCREASE THE OPERATING PRESSURE DUE 

2 TO WEATHER DEMANDS BECAUSE THEY HAD PROJECTS 

3 IN 2014 THAT NEEDED TO BE COMPLETED. AND 

4 I'D JUST LIKE THE OPPORTUNITY TO 

5 CROSS-EXAMINE THEM ON THAT ISSUE. 

6 AND THEN THE LAST ONE IS WHETHER 

7 THE LINE CAN BE OPERATED AT THE DISTRIBUTION 

8 LINE VERSUS A TRANSMISSION LINE. 

9 AND I KNOW MR. RUBENS WOULD LIKE TO 

10 MAKE SOME COMMENTS TO YOU AS WELL, YOUR 

11 HONOR, IF THAT'S PERMISSIBLE. THE CITY 



12 ATTORNEY FOR SAN CARLOS. 

13 ALJ BUSHEY: I GUESS THE WEATHER GOES 

14 TO SUB F, THE PROPOSED MAOP. 

15 MS. STROTTMAN: YES. 

16 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. ALL RIGHT. OKAY, 

17 THAT MAKES SENSE. 

18 ALL RIGHT, MR. MEYERS. 

19 MR. MEYERS: THANK YOU, YOUR HONOR. 

20 DID YOU WANT TO ALLOW MR. RUBENS TO 

21 MAKE A COMMENT? 

22 ALJ BUSHEY: OH. RIGHT NOW? 

23 MR. MEYERS: AHEAD OF ME. 

24 MS. STROTTMAN: YES, PLEASE. 

25 MR. RUBENS: I CAN COMMENT LATER. 

26 ALJ BUSHEY: I'M JUST TRYING TO GET 

27 ORGANIZED AS TO WHAT IS AT ISSUE HERE. 

28 MS. STROTTMAN: OKAY. THANK YOU, YOUR 
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1 HONOR. 

2 MR. MEYERS: THANK YOU, YOUR HONOR. 

3 ALJ BUSHEY: YOU'VE MADE A GOOD 

4 PRESENTATION. I UNDERSTAND WHAT'S AT ISSUE 

5 THERE. 



6 OKAY, MR. MEYERS. 

7 MR. MEYERS: FROM THE PERSPECTIVE OF 

8 SAN BRUNO, WE HAVE EXTENSIVE CROSS-

9 EXAMINATION OF THESE WITNESSES RELATIVE TO 

10 THE OVERALL ISSUES ENCOMPASSED IN YOUR 

11 ORIGINAL OSC ORDER. I RECOGNIZE AS WE SIT 

12 HERE TODAY THAT WE'RE NOT GOING TO GET INTO 

13 THAT. AND SO IF WE ARE THEN PERMITTED 

14 THE OPPORTUNITY TO BRING THESE WITNESSES BACK 

15 AND CROSS-EXAMINE THESE WITNESSES RELATIVE TO 

16 THE ISSUES RAISED BY YOUR ORIGINAL OSC ORDER 

17 WITH THE EXCEPTION OF THE REPRESSURIZATION, 

18 THEN WE WILL - WE HAVE SUBSTANTIALLY REDUCED 

19 OUR CROSS-EXAMINATION. 

20 WE DO HAVE SOME QUESTIONS OF THESE 

21 WITNESSES RELATIVE TO THE SAME THINGS THAT 

22 MS. STROTTMAN INDICATED CONCERNING 

23 THE SUBPART C OF PARAGRAPH G AS WELL AS 

24 PARAGRAPH C AND E, I BELIEVE. SAME SORT OF 

25 QUESTIONS THAT MS. STROTTMAN HAS, BUT FROM 

26 A DIFFERENT PERSPECTIVE. 

27 ALJ BUSHEY: YOU SAID SUB PARAGRAPH E 

28 ABOUT MAOP VALIDATION? 
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1 MR. MEYERS: NO, I'M SORRY. I WAS 

2 WRONG. IT'SF. 

3 ALJ BUSHEY: F. OKAY. 

4 MR. MEYERS: MY APOLOGIES. 

5 ALJ BUSHEY: SO C, F AND, G SUB C. 

6 MR. MEYERS: CORRECT. 

7 ALJ BUSHEY: THOSE ARE -

8 MR. MEYERS: JUST ONE THING FURTHER, 

9 YOUR HONOR. 

10 THE ISSUES IMPLICATED IN 

11 THE RESTORATION OF PRESSURE HERE HAVE TO DO 

12 WITH THE ADEQUACY, VERACITY OF PG&E'S RECORDS 

13 FOR THEIR PIPELINE. 

14 AND I RECOGNIZE THAT IN THE 

15 COMMISSION'S DECISION THAT THE HYDROSTATIC 

16 TESTING OF THE LINE IS SUFFICIENT EVIDENCE TO 

17 JUSTIFY AN MAOP THAT THEY'RE REQUESTING 

18 SUBJECT TO THE LEGAL ISSUES THAT ORA HAS 

19 PRESENTED BEFORE YOUR HONOR THIS MORNING. 

20 BUT THOSE RECORDS ISSUES GO TO 

21 THE LARGER ISSUE RELATIVE TO THE OSC. AND 

22 I DON'T WANT TO BE IN A POSITION OF NOT BEING 

23 ABLE TO DISCUSS AND CROSS-EXAMINE THESE 

24 WITNESSES PROSPECTIVELY ON THE RECORDS 

25 DISCREPANCIES WITH RESPECT TO LINE 147 AS 

26 A PART OF THE OVERALL ISSUE OF THEIR 

27 RECORDKEEPING AND THEIR OBLIGATIONS UNDER 



28 BOTH THE COMMISSION'S RULINGS AND THE NTSB 
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1 FINDINGS TO MAINTAIN ADEQUATE, ACCURATE, 

2 VERIFIABLE AND TRACEABLE RECORDS. 

3 SO I JUST WANT TO MAKE THAT 

4 STATEMENT FOR THE RECORD. 

5 ALJ BUSHEY: RIGHT. AS A COMPONENT OR 

6 AS AN EXAMPLE -

7 MR. MEYERS: CORRECT. 

8 ALJ BUSHEY: - OF INADEQUATE 

9 RECORDKEEPING. 

10 MR. MEYERS: CORRECT. 

11 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. 

12 MR. MEYERS: THANK YOU. 

13 MR. LONG: YOUR HONOR, COULD I JUST SAY 

14 I'M COMPLETELY IN THE SAME SITUATION AS 

15 MR. MEYERS JUST ARTICULATED FOR THE CITY 

16 OF SAN BRUNO. WE HAVE QUESTIONS OF MR. SINGH 

17 AND MR. JOHNSON AND ALSO FOR MR. HARRISON, 

18 BUT THEY GO TO THE LARGER ISSUES OF 

19 THE ACCURACY OF PG&E'S RECORDS AND RELATED TO 

20 OSC ISSUES, NOT THE LINE 147 ISSUES. 

21 ALJ BUSHEY: RIGHT. GOOD. IT SOUNDS 



22 LIKE WE'RE GETTING FOCUSED. 

23 OH, MR. GRUEN. I'M SORRY. 

24 MR. GRUEN: YOUR HONOR, SED ADVOCACY 

25 HAS A COUPLE OF POINTS. 

26 UNDER ORDERING PARAGRAPH 4, 

27 SUBPART D, IF THERE ARE ANY COMPLETE PRESSURE 

28 TEST RESULTS - WE BELIEVE THAT PG&E HAS 
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1 MARKED THE CURRENT PRESSURE TESTS AS 

2 CONFIDENTIAL AND SO IF THOSE ARE TO COME INTO 

3 THE RECORD, AND WE BELIEVE THEY SHOULD, WE 

4 WOULD ASK THAT PG&E REDACT THOSE AND PROVIDE 

5 A VERSION THAT'S AVAILABLE FOR THE RECORD. 

6 ALJ BUSHEY: THAT'S NOT HOW WE'VE DONE 

7 IT IN THE PAST. THESE RECORDS BECAUSE OF 

8 THEIR - THE SIZE OF THEM AND THE INFORMATION 

9 THAT THEY CONTAIN HAVE BEEN AVAILABLE FOR 

10 INSPECTION BY THE PARTIES AND DISCUSSIONS 

11 WITH PG&E. AND AS WE'VE MADE CLEAR HERE, 

12 THERE'S BEEN SUBSTANTIAL ADDITIONAL 

13 CLARIFICATION FROM PG&E REGARDING THOSE 

14 RECORDS. 

15 SO I DON'T ANTICIPATE TAKING 



16 A DIFFERENT PROCEDURAL STEP HERE THAN WE HAVE 

17 IN THE PAST WITH THE OTHER PRESSURE 

18 RESTORATION PROCEEDINGS. 

19 MR. GRUEN: UNDERSTOOD, YOUR HONOR. 

20 ALJ BUSHEY: SO-

21 MR. GRUEN: IN THAT CASE, ONE OTHER 

22 POINT WHICH IS A LINE OF CROSS. ON PARAGRAPH 

23 4 SUB G AND THEN SECTION C, SUB-SUBSECTION C 

24 WHICH WE HAVE SOME QUESTIONS FOR MR. HARRISON 

25 THAT WOULD GO TO WHETHER THE PROFESSIONAL 

26 JUDGMENT OF THE ENGINEERING OFFICER 

27 CONSIDERED SOME OF HIS INPUT IN CERTIFYING 

28 THE SYSTEM AS SAFE TO OPERATE. 
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1 ALJ BUSHEY: WELL, I DON'T KNOW HOW -

2 IF I'M RECALLING CORRECTLY, MR. JOHNSON IS 

3 THE CERTIFYING OFFICER. 

4 MR. GRUEN: I UNDERSTAND. 

5 ALJ BUSHEY: SO YOU'RE GOING TO HAVE TO 

6 ASK MR. JOHNSON ABOUT CERTIFICATION BECAUSE 

7 HE'S THE ONE WHO DID IT. 

8 MR. GRUEN: WELL -

9 ALJ BUSHEY: YOU CAN'T ASK MR. HARRISON 



10 WHAT MR. JOHNSON WAS THINKING. 

11 MR. GRUEN: IF MR. JOHNSON IS FAMILIAR 

12 WITH THE DOCUMENTS THAT WERE PROVIDED BY 

13 MR. HARRISON. AND I CAN LAY FOUNDATION WITH 

14 HIM. I'M HAPPY TO DO THAT. 

15 ALJ BUSHEY: THAT'S ENTIRELY REASONABLE 

16 CROSS-EXAMINATION OF MR. JOHNSON. 

17 MR. GRUEN: UNDERSTOOD. WE CAN DO 

18 THAT, YOUR HONOR. 

19 ALJ BUSHEY: ALL RIGHT. SO IT SOUNDS 

20 LIKE WE HAVE THREE SUBPARTS C, F, G, AND G 

21 SUB C, TO FOCUS ON OUR CROSS-EXAMINATION OF 

22 THE WITNESSES; OKAY? 

23 AND THE WITNESSES THAT WE WANT TO 

24 CROSS-EXAMINE ARE MR. JOHNSON AND MR. SINGH; 

25 CORRECT? 

26 MR. GRUEN: YES, YOUR HONOR. 

27 ALJ BUSHEY: ALL RIGHT, LET'S GET TO 

28 THAT. 
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1 MR. MALKIN, COULD YOU CALL YOUR 

2 WITNESSES, PLEASE? 

3 MR. MALKIN: YES. PG&E RECALLS KIRK 



4 JOHNSON AND SUMEET SINGH. 

5 KIRK JOHNSON AND SUMEET SINGH, 

6 RECALLED AS WITNESSES BY PACIFIC GAS 
AND ELECTRIC COMPANY, HAVING BEEN 

7 PREVIOUSLY SWORN, TESTIFIED AS FOLLOWS: 

8 

9 ALJ BUSHEY: I'LL REMIND YOU BOTH THAT 

10 YOU REMAIN UNDER OATH. 

11 WITNESS JOHNSON: OKAY. 

12 ALJ BUSHEY: PLEASE BE SEATED. 

13 AND WE WILL BEGIN, LET'S TURN IT 

14 AROUND AND BEGIN WITH MS. STROTTMAN FOR 

15 SAN CARLOS. 

16 MS. STROTTMAN: THANK YOU. THANK YOU, 

17 YOUR HONOR. 

18 CROSS-EXAMINATION 

19 BY MS. STROTTMAN: 

20 Q GOOD MORNING, MR. SINGH AND 

21 MR. JOHNSON. I'M BRITT STROTTMAN. 

22 I REPRESENT THE CITY OF SAN CARLOS. 

23 WITNESS SINGH: GOOD MORNING. 

24 Q SO, I KNOW WE DON'T WANT TO GO INTO 

25 A LOT OF DETAIL ABOUT HYDROSTATIC TESTING 

26 SINCE WE'VE - SINCE JUDGE BUSHEY HAS 

27 SOMEWHAT SEEMS TO HAVE DECIDED THAT ISSUE. 

28 WELL, NOT DECIDED. BUT IT SEEMS LIKE WE'VE 
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1 DISCUSSED IT MORNING. 

2 BUT I ONLY HAVE A FEW QUESTIONS 

3 ABOUT HYDROTESTING, YOUR HONOR, IF THAT'S 

4 OKAY. 

5 ALJ BUSHEY: MS. STROTTMAN, I CANT 

6 DECIDE THINGS. ONLY THE COMMISSION CAN 

7 DECIDE THINGS. 

8 MS. STROTTMAN: OKAY. 

9 ALJ BUSHEY: SO IF YOU HAVE FACTUAL 

10 EVIDENCE THAT YOU WOULD LIKE TO ELICIT FROM 

11 THESE WITNESSES, I SUGGEST THAT YOU DO THAT. 

12 MS. STROTTMAN: THANK YOU. 

13 Q SO MR. JOHNSON OR MR. SINGH, ARE 

14 YOU AWARE OF ANY SITUATION WHERE A PIPE HAS 

15 FAILED NOTWITHSTANDING THE FACT THAT THE PIPE 

16 HAD BEEN HYDROSTATICALLY TESTED? 

17 WITNESS JOHNSON: A I'M SORRY. WOULD 

18 YOU REPEAT THE QUESTION. 

19 ARE YOU TALKING ABOUT PG&E'S 

20 SYSTEM? 

21 Q YES. 

22 A WOULD YOU REPEAT THE QUESTION? 

23 Q YES. 

24 A HAS FAILED. FAILED BEING WHAT? 

25 Q I DON'T KNOW. EXPLODED. LEAKED. 



26 LET'S SAY EXPLODED. ARE YOU AWARE OF ANY 

27 SITUATION WHERE A PIPE HAS EXPLODED 

28 NOTWITHSTANDING THE FACT THAT THE PIPE HAD 
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1 BEEN HYDROSTATICALLY TESTED? 

2 A I AM - I CANT THINK AT THIS POINT 

3 IN TIME, OF ANY TIME IN MY CAREER WHERE I'VE 

4 SEEN A PIPELINE HYDROSTATICALLY TESTED AND 

5 THEN RUPTURE AFTER THE FACT. NOT TO MY 

6 RECOLLECTION. 

7 WITNESS SINGH: A SAME FOR MYSELF AS 

8 WELL. 

9 Q AND WHAT ABOUT WHEN YOU - WHEN 

10 PG&E HYDROSTATICALLY TESTED A PIPE, DID -

11 ARE YOU AWARE OF ANY SITUATION WHERE THE PIPE 

12 HAD RUPTURED WHEN YOU HYDROSTATICALLY TESTED 

13 IT? 

14 WITNESS JOHNSON: A YES. WE'VE HAD 

15 PIPELINE RUPTURES AS PART OF OUR HYDROSTATIC 

16 TEST PROGRAM AS PART OF THE PSEP PROGRAM. 

17 Q AND CAN YOU GIVE ME A BALLPARK 

18 FIGURE ABOUT HOW MANY PIPELINES ARE RUPTURED? 

19 A I BELIEVE - AND I BELIEVE IT'S IN 



20 DOCUMENTS SOMEWHERE. I BELIEVE THERE'S BEEN 

21 SEVEN. SUBJECT TO CHECK, I BELIEVE THERE'S 

22 BEEN SEVEN RUPTURES ASSOCIATED WITH THE PSEP 

23 HYDROSTATIC TESTING. 

24 Q AND SUBJECT TO CHECK, WHAT TIME 

25 PERIOD WOULD THAT INCLUDE? 

26 A THE BEGINNING OF PSEP TILL TODAY. 

27 Q OKAY. NOW, I WANTED TO ASK YOU 

28 ABOUT THE RECORDS FOR LINE 147. AS YOU 
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1 TESTIFY TODAY UNDER OATH, CAN YOU TESTIFY 

2 THAT YOU HAVE TRACEABLE, VERIFIABLE, AND 

3 COMPLETE RECORDS FOR EVERY LENGTH - INCH OF 

4 LINE 147? 

5 A NO. I DON'T BELIEVE WE TESTIFIED 

6 THAT WE HAVE TRACEABLE, VERIFIABLE, AND 

7 COMPLETE RECORDS FOR EVERYTHING ON LINE 147. 

8 Q NO. I'M SORRY. I DIDN'T MEAN 

9 TO-I DIDN'T MEAN TO ASK THAT. I'M JUST 

10 SAYING AS YOU'RE UNDER OATH TODAY, WOULD YOU 

11 UNDER OATH TODAY, CAN YOU TESTIFY AS TO 

12 WHETHER YOU HAVE TRACEABLE, VERIFIABLE, AND 

13 COMPLETE RECORDS FOR EVERY INCH OF LINE 147? 



14 WITNESS SINGH: A LET ME TAKE THAT 

15 QUESTION. 

16 SO WE DO HAVE TRACEABLE, 

17 VERIFIABLE, AND COMPLETE STRENGTH TEST 

18 RECORDS, AND THAT WAS EXHIBITED AS PART OF 

19 THE WORKSHOP THAT WE CONDUCTED YESTERDAY. AS 

20 RECORDS IS A BROAD CATEGORIZATION, THERE'S 

21 DIFFERENT TYPES OF RECORDS FOR THE PIPELINES. 

22 SO WE DO HAVE TRACEABLE, VERIFIABLE, AND 

23 COMPLETE STRENGTH TEST RECORDS. THAT WAS 

24 THE OBJECTIVE OF YESTERDAY'S WORKSHOP, WHICH 

25 I BELIEVE MR. ROBERTS ON RECORD HAS ALSO 

26 CONCURRED TO. 

27 AS IT PERTAINS TO THE PIPELINE 

28 SPECIFICATIONS-
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1 Q YES. 

2 A -WE HAVE ALWAYS CLAIMED AS PART 

3 OF OUR MAOP VALIDATION PROJECT WE DON'T, AND 

4 DON'T ANTICIPATE TO, HAVE TRACEABLE, 

5 VERIFIABLE, AND COMPLETE RECORDS WITH 

6 A PERFECT CHAIN OF CUSTODY FOR PIPELINES THAT 

7 HAVE BEEN INSTALLED OVER 80, 90, HUNDRED 



8 YEARS AGO, WHICH IS THE REASON WHY WE DO 

9 STRENGTH TESTS. 

10 IN FACT, THAT QUESTION IS SPECIFIC 

11 TO LINE 147. FOR EVERY INCH OF THE LINE AND 

12 EVERY SPECIFICATION OF THE LINE, I CANT SIT 

13 HERE IN FRONT OF YOU AND TELL YOU WE HAVE 

14 TRACEABLE, VERIFIABLE, AND COMPLETE 

15 SPECIFICATION RECORDS, BUT THAT'S THE REASON 

16 WHY WE HAVE A VERY SUCCESSFUL HYDROTEST IN 

17 ACCORDANCE WITH THE COMMISSION DECISION. 

18 Q SO WHAT PERCENTAGE OF RECORDS IF 

19 YOU COULD TELL ME FOR LINE 147 YOU DO NOT 

20 HAVE TRACEABLE, VERIFIABLE, AND COMPLETE 

21 RECORDS FOR PIPELINE SPECIFICATIONS? 

22 A I DO NOT HAVE THAT INFORMATION WITH 

23 ME HERE. AND I -

24 Q WHAT ABOUT YOU, MR. JOHNSON. 

25 YOU'RE THE VICE PRESIDENT OF GAS OPERATIONS. 

26 DO YOU KNOW? 

27 WITNESS JOHNSON: A IN TERMS OF 

28 A PERCENTAGE, I DON'T KNOW. YOU'D HAVE TO 
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1 DEFINE WHAT YOU'RE MEASURING. 



2 Q OKAY. SO YOU HAVE-

3 A WE'D HAVE TO LOOK AT THE DOCUMENTS. 

4 AND YOU KNOW, WE - IF YOU'RE TALKING ABOUT 

5 ON A FOOTAGE BASIS, WE CAN GO BACK THROUGH 

6 THOSE DOCUMENTS AND CALCULATE IT. I DON'T 

7 HAVE IT AS I SIT HERE TODAY. 

8 Q BUT YOU DON'T KNOW AS A VICE 

9 PRESIDENT OF GAS OPERATIONS WHAT PERCENTAGE 

10 OF RECORDS YOU HAVE MISSING FOR LINE 147? 

11 A ON A PERCENTAGE BASIS, NO. WHAT 

12 I DID REVIEW AS PART OF THIS FILE IS 

13 I REVIEWED THE ENTIRE PIPELINE FEATURES LIST, 

14 BUT I DIDN'T DO IT ON A PERCENTAGE BASIS. 

15 WITNESS SINGH: A THE ONE THING 

16 I WOULD LIKE TO ADD ON TO THAT IS I BELIEVE 

17 MR. ROBERTS ON MONDAY IN THE - ONE OF 

18 THE DRA'S PRESENTED THE PERCENTAGE 

19 CALCULATION THAT ORA DID IN TERMS OF 

20 THE NUMBER OF ASSUMED SPECIFICATIONS. THAT'S 

21 WHERE WE'RE MAKING ASSUMPTIONS IN ACCORDANCE 

22 WITH THE METHODOLOGY THAT WE PUT FORWARD. 

23 THAT WAS ALSO APPROVED. THAT'S 

24 CONSISTENTLY - HAS BEEN CONSISTENTLY APPLIED 

25 NOT JUST FOR LINE 147, BUT ALL OF THE LINES 

26 AS PART OF THE MAOP VALIDATION PROJECT. 

27 Q OKAY, THANK YOU. 

28 SO WILL YOU AGREE THAT ABOUT 
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1 1300 FEET OF THE PIPE WAS INSTALLED IN 

2 LINE 147 IN 1957; IS THAT CORRECT? 

3 WITNESS JOHNSON: A I DON'T KNOW. 

4 WE'D HAVE TO LOOK AT THE PIPELINE FEATURES 

5 LIST ON LINE 147 TO SEE HOW MUCH FOOTAGE WAS 

6 INSTALLED IN 1957. 

7 Q WELL, DO YOU KNOW ABOUT HOW MANY 

8 FEET IN LINE 147 YOU CAN SAY WITH ABSOLUTE 

9 CERTAINTY IS AO SMITH PIPE? 

10 A NOT WITHOUT GOING THROUGH 

11 THE PIPELINE FEATURES LIST IN ITS ENTIRETY 

12 AND LOOKING THROUGH IT AGAIN. 

13 Q BUT YOU DON'T KNOW THAT-

14 A NOT OFF THE TOP OF MY HEAD, NO. 

15 I DON'T HAVE IT MEMORIZED. 

16 Q MAY I REFER YOU TO EXHIBIT I, 

17 PLEASE? 

18 A WE DON'T HAVE A COPY OF EXHIBIT I 

19 UP HERE. 

20 ALJ BUSHEY: WE'LL BE OFF THE RECORD. 

21 (OFF THE RECORD) 

22 ALJ BUSHEY: WE'LL BE BACK ON THE 

23 RECORD. 



24 MS. STROTTMAN. 

25 MS. STROTTMAN: THANK YOU. 

26 Q AND I UNDERSTAND THAT HEARING 

27 EXHIBIT I IS NOT OBVIOUSLY THE WHOLE PIPELINE 

28 FEATURES LIST BUT DOES THAT REFRESH YOUR 
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1 RECOLLECTION AT ALL? 

2 WITNESS JOHNSON: A WELL, AS I'M 

3 LOOKING THROUGH HERE, ON THE BACK TABLE IT 

4 INDICATES 1327 FEET IN SEGMENT - WHICH IS 

5 SEGMENT 109 OF LINE 147. 

6 Q OKAY. 

7 A SO THERE IS AT LEAST 1327 FEET OR 

8 THEREABOUTS. 

9 Q OKAY. 

10 A DOES THAT ANSWER YOUR QUESTION? 

11 Q WELL, I MEAN, I JUST - MY QUESTION 

12 RELATED TO PERCENTAGEWISE -

13 OR NO, NO. I'M SORRY. YES, THAT 

14 DOES ANSWER MY QUESTION. THANK YOU. 

15 I'M GOING TO MOVE ON TO A DIFFERENT 

16 TOPIC. 

17 I UNDERSTAND AND I DON'T WANT TO 



18 ARGUE WITH THE TWO OF YOU ABOUT THE 

19 INTERPRETATION OF THE FEDERAL CODE, BUT I DO 

20 WANT TO GIVE YOU A HYPOTHETICAL RELATING TO 

21 YIELD STRENGTH. 

22 SO HYPOTHETICALLY SPEAKING, IF YOU 

23 NOTE IN THE DATABASE THAT THE MAOP FOR 

24 SECTION 109 WHICH IS AO SMITH PIPE IS 

25 GOVERNED BY THE CALCULATED DESIGN PRESSURE; 

26 IS THAT CORRECT? 

27 WITNESS JOHNSON: A I AM NOT FOLLOWING 

28 YOUR HYPOTHETICAL. THIS IS A HYPOTHETICAL 
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1 OR™ 

2 Q YES. THIS IS A HYPOTHETICAL. 

3 A - IS THIS A FACTUAL? 

4 Q THIS IS A HYPOTHETICAL. 

5 A HYPOTHETICALLY IT COULD BE. 

6 Q OKAY. 

7 A BUT I'M NOT-I'M SORRY. I'M NOT 

8 FOLLOWING YOUR QUESTION. 

9 Q OKAY. SO I'LL JUST REPEAT IT. 

10 SO LET'S SAY HYPOTHETICALLY 

11 SPEAKING IN YOUR DATABASE, IN PG&E'S 



12 DATABASE, THE MAOP FOR SECTION 109 AO SMITH 

13 PIPE FOR LINE 147 IS GOVERNED BY 

14 THE CALCULATED DESIGN PRESSURE; IS THAT 

15 CORRECT? 

16 A HYPOTHETICAL - IS THIS 

17 A HYPOTHETICAL QUESTION? 

18 Q YES. 

19 A HYPOTHETICALLY IT COULD BE. 

20 Q THAT COULD BE CORRECT. OKAY. 

21 A HYPOTHETICALLY, YES. 

22 Q I'LL REPHRASE. I'LL REPHRASE IT. 

23 A OKAY. 

24 Q AND THIS IS NOT-THIS IS PART OF 

25 THE HYPOTHETICAL BUT I DO WANT TO ASK YOU 

26 THIS FACT THOUGH. 

27 IS PG&E POLICY, IT DICTATES THAT 

28 THE MAOP IS THE LOWER OF THE HYDROSTATIC OR 
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1 HYDROTEST PRESSURE DIVIDED BY 1.5 OR 

2 THE CALCULATED DESIGN PRESSURE; IS THAT 

3 CORRECT? 

4 A THE - I'M GETTING A LITTLE 

5 CONFUSED ON HYPOTHETICAL, BUT I WANT TO TRY 



6 TO ANSWER THE QUESTION. 

7 Q OKAY. 

8 A IN REGARDS TO HYDROSTATIC TESTING 

9 OR PRESSURE TESTING PIPELINES, THERE IS 

10 A FACTOR APPLIED IN TRANSLATING THAT INTO 

11 AN ALLOWABLE MAOP. 1.5 I BELIEVE IS THE 

12 NUMBER YOU JUST STATED. 

13 Q YES. 

14 A THAT WOULD - I GUESS THAT WOULD BE 

15 USED ON CLASS 3 PIPELINES. THERE'S DIFFERENT 

16 FACTORS FOR DIFFERENT CLASS PIPELINES. 

17 DID I — 

18 Q OKAY. 

19 A I'M NOT SURE I ANSWERED YOUR 

20 QUESTION, BUT I'LL TRY TO -

21 Q NO, THAT'S -

22 A - ANSWER BEST I CAN WHAT I THINK 

23 YOU'RE ASKING. 

24 Q THEN WOULD YOU AGREE THEN THAT 

25 A DESIGN PRESSURE - YOU'RE STATING PG&E'S 

26 POSITION THAT THE DESIGN PRESSURE CALCULATION 

27 IS BASED ON A MINIMUM YIELD STRENGTH OF 

28 33 KSI WHICH IS 33,000 PSI? 
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1 A I'M SORRY. ARE YOU ASKING 

2 A HYPOTHETICAL OR ARE YOU ASKING A SPECIFIC 

3 QUESTION? 

4 Q I'M SORRY. I'M ASKING FOR PG&E'S 

5 POSITION. 

6 MR. MALKIN: I'M NOT SURE -

7 THE WITNESS: I'M NOT -

8 MR. MALKIN: - IT'S CLEAR WHAT WE'RE 

9 TALKING ABOUT. VAGUE. 

10 ALJ BUSHEY: MR. MALKIN, I AGREE. 

11 WE'VE LOST OUR CLARITY HERE, 

12 MS. STROTTMAN, SO LET'S JUST FOCUS ON -

13 LET'S TRY AND TAKE THIS ONE STEP AT A TIME. 

14 I THINK YOU'RE ASKING FACTUAL 

15 QUESTIONS, NOT A HYPOTHETICAL. 

16 MS. STROTTMAN: YES. AND I'M SORRY FOR 

17 MAKING THIS CONFUSING. I WAS ASKING 

18 A FACTUAL QUESTION. 

19 Q I GUESS WHAT I'M GETTING TO IS THAT 

20 IF YOU CHANGE A YIELD STRENGTH FROM 33 KSI TO 

21 24 KSI - AND WE DON'T NEED TO ARGUE ABOUT 

22 THE INTERPRETATION OF THE FEDERAL CODE - AND 

23 LEAVING ALL OTHER FACTORS THE SAME, IF YOU 

24 RECALCULATE THE DESIGN PRESSURE, DOES IT COME 

25 TO 240 PSI? 

26 A I CAN'T DO THE MATH IN MY HEAD. 

27 I CAN SAY IF YOU CHANGE THE SMYS WHICH IS 



28 WHAT--
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1 Q YES. 

2 A - I THINK YOU'RE TALKING ABOUT-

3 Q YES. 

4 A - IN A DESIGN CALCULATION AND 

5 DON'T CHANGE ANY OTHER FACTORS, IT'S GOING TO 

6 CHANGE. 

7 Q OKAY. 

8 A SO THE MATH IS PRETTY 

9 STRAIGHTFORWARD. YOU JUST HAVE TO RUN 

10 THE MATH. 

11 Q OKAY, THANK YOU. 

12 SO I WANTED TO ASK YOU SOME 

13 QUESTIONS ABOUT PG&E'S POSITION ON REPLACING 

14 LINE 147. 

15 AND YOUR HONOR, MAY I APPROACH? 

16 I ONLY HAVE TWO EXHIBITS. 

17 MR. MALKIN: YOUR HONOR, I'M GOING TO 

18 OBJECT TO THAT LINE OF QUESTIONING AS BEING 

19 IRRELEVANT TO THIS PROCEEDING. 

20 ALJ BUSHEY: YEAH. 

21 MS. STROTTMAN: YOUR HONOR, IT IS 



22 THE CITY OF SAN CARLOS' POSITION THAT WHETHER 

23 PG&E INTENDS TO REPLACE THE LINE IS RELEVANT 

24 TO THE PROCEEDINGS, WE WANT TO HEAR FROM 

25 THESE TWO WITNESSES WHAT PG&E'S POSITION IS 

26 ON REPLACING THE LINE. IT'S IMPORTANT TO 

27 CITY. AND THEY'VE RESPONDED TO DATA REQUESTS 

28 ON THIS ISSUE. 
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1 ALJ BUSHEY: BUT WHAT PORTION OF 

2 ORDERING PARAGRAPH 4 DOES THAT GO TO? 

3 MS. STROTTMAN: I'M SORRY. I DON'T 

4 HAVE IT IN FRONT OF ME. 

5 ALJ BUSHEY: HOW--

6 MS. STROTTMAN: WELL, IT GOES TO 

7 WHETHER IN THE PROFESSIONAL JUDGMENT OF 

8 THE ENGINEERING OFFICER, WHICH IS 

9 MR. JOHNSON, THAT THE SYSTEM IS SAFE TO 

10 OPERATE AT THE PROPOSED MAOP. IF THEY THINK 

11 THAT THE LINE SHOULDN'T BE REPLACED, THEN 

12 THEY THINK IT'S SAFE TO OPERATE. 

13 ALJ BUSHEY: HOW MANY QUESTIONS DO YOU 

14 HAVE ON THIS LINE? 

15 MS. STROTTMAN: MAYBE FOUR. I CAN 



16 NARROW IT TO FOUR. 

17 ALJ BUSHEY: ALL RIGHT, LET'S MOVE 

18 EXPEDITIOUSLY THROUGH THOSE FOUR QUESTIONS. 

19 MS. STROTTMAN: OKAY. 

20 ALJ BUSHEY: WE'LL BE OFF THE RECORD. 

21 (OFF THE RECORD) ] 

22 ALJ BUSHEY: WE'LL BE BACK ON THE 

23 RECORD. 

24 WHILE WE WERE OFF THE RECORD, 

25 MS. STROTTMAN DISTRIBUTED TWO EXHIBITS. 

26 EXHIBIT L - IT STARTS WITH THE PG&E'S 

27 RESPONSE TO SED DATA REQUEST 003-11. 

28 EXHIBIT M LOOKS TO BE COPIES OF 
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1 REDACTED E-MAILS. THE FIRST ONE IS DATED 

2 SATURDAY, NOVEMBER 17TH, 2012, AT 1:35 P.M. 

3 THAT'S EXHIBIT M. 

4 MS. STROTTMAN? 

5 (EXHIBIT NO. L WAS MARKED FOR 
IDENTIFICATION.) 

6 

7 (EXHIBIT NO. M WAS MARKED FOR 
IDENTIFICATION.) 

8 

9 MS. STROTTMAN: THANK YOU. 



10 Q MR. JOHNSON AND MR. SINGH, LOOKING 

11 AT HEARING EXHIBIT L, IF YOU COULD PLEASE 

12 READ - YOU DON'T NEED TO READ IT OUT LOUD, 

13 BUT LOOK AT QUESTION 11. IT SAYS, DOES PG&E 

14 ANTICIPATE REPAIR OR REPLACEMENT OF THE A.O. 

15 SMITH PIPE?" 

16 AND THEN THE ANSWER SAYS, "YES, 

17 PG&E CURRENTLY INTENDS TO REPLACE THE LINE 

18 147 AND LINE 101 A.O. SMITH PIPE THAT ARE 

19 LIMITING THE MAOP TO 330 PSIG." 

20 DID I READ THAT CORRECTLY? 

21 WITNESS JOHNSON: A I BELIEVE SO. 

22 Q SO MR. JOHNSON, WHAT IS PG&E'S 

23 POSITION ON REPLACING LINE 147 IN SAN CARLOS? 

24 A I THINK YOU'RE REFERRING TO THE 

25 A.O. SMITH PIPE SPECIFICALLY? 

26 Q YES. 

27 A TO MY KNOWLEDGE - I MEAN, THERE'S 

28 CERTAINLY NO REASON TO REPLACE IT DUE TO 
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1 SAFETY ISSUES. I'M NOT SURE WHY WE'D BE 

2 REPLACING IT UNLESS THERE'S SOME OTHER 

3 DRIVING FACTOR THERE. 



4 Q THEN WHY DID YOU SAY YES IN THIS 

5 DATA RESPONSE THAT YOU WERE GOING TO REPLACE 

6 LINE 147 WITH A.O. SMITH PIPE? 

7 A I WOULD HAVE TO TALK TO THE PARTIES 

8 WHO ACTUALLY WROTE AS TO WHY THEY WERE 

9 PLANNING ON REPLACING IT. I COULD ONLY 

10 SPECULATE AT THIS POINT IN TIME. I WOULD 

11 HAVE TO MAKE A CALL TO FOLKS AS TO WHY. IT'S 

12 CERTAINLY NOT FOR SAFETY REASONS. 

13 Q BUT YOU'RE THE VICE PRESIDENT OF 

14 GAS OPERATIONS AND YOU DON'T KNOW IF LINE 

15 147­

16 A I DON'T - I DON'T KNOW THE REASON 

17 FOR THIS SPECIFIC SEGMENT OF PIPE. WE ARE 

18 REPLACING HUNDREDS OF MILES OF PIPE, HYDRO 

19 TESTING HUNDREDS OF MILES OF PIPE. I DON'T 

20 KNOW EVERY PIECE OF EVERY PROJECT WE'VE GOT 

21 GOING, CERTAINLY NOT FOR A FUTURE YEAR. 

22 Q WOULD YOU RECOMMEND TO UPPER 

23 MANAGEMENT THAT PG&E REPLACE ALL A.O. SMITH 

24 PIPE? 

25 A NO. 

26 Q WHY? 

27 A BECAUSE IF THE PIPE HAS BEEN TESTED 

28 AND IT'S SAFE, THERE'S NO REASON TO REPLACE 
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1 IT. THERE MAY BE OTHER REASONS TO REPLACE 

2 IT, BUT IT'S CERTAINLY NOT FOR SAFETY 

3 REASONS. 

4 Q SO WHILE YOU'RE SITTING HERE, YOU 

5 DON'T KNOW - YOU WOULDN'T KNOW, THEN, WHEN 

6 PG&E PLANS ON REPLACING LINE 147 WITH A.O. 

7 SMITH PIPE? 

8 A AS I SIT HERE TODAY, I - I DON'T 

9 KNOW WHY PG&E WOULD WANT TO REPLACE THAT 

10 PIPE. IT'S NOT FOR SAFETY REASONS SPECIFIC 

11 TO THE A.O. SMITH PIPE SEGMENT 109. SO NO, I 

12 DON'T - I DON'T KNOW WHY WE WOULD NEED TO 

13 REPLACE THAT PIPE. THERE MAY BE REASONS 

14 BEYOND MY KNOWLEDGE AT THIS POINT IN TIME, 

15 PLANS PEOPLE HAVE, BUT I AM NOT AWARE OF IT 

16 AND CERTAINLY NOT FOR SAFETY REASONS. 

17 Q OKAY. BUT, MR. JOHNSON, IF YOU 

18 LOOK AT ANSWER 12, WHICH IS ON THE NEXT PAGE, 

19 IT SAYS, "REPLACEMENT OF THE A.O. SMITH PIPE 

20 IS REQUIRED TO ALLOW LINE 147 AND LINE 101 TO 

21 OPERATE AT AN MAOP OF 365 PSIG OR HIGHER." 

22 DID I READ THAT CORRECTLY? 

23 A CORRECT. 

24 Q SO THEN CAN YOU INFER THAT YOU NEED 

25 TO HAVE BETTER PIPE TO OPERATE AT A HIGHER 



26 PRESSURE OF 365 PSIG? 

27 A I - I CAN INFER THAT IF WE NEED TO 

28 RAISE THE PRESSURE TO 365 POUNDS, WE NEED TO 
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1 REPLACE ANY PIPELINE SEGMENTS THAT DO NOT 

2 ALLOW FOR OPERATING AT THAT PRESSURE. AND 

3 THAT'S WHAT I BELIEVE THIS INDICATES. THERE 

4 HAVE BEEN CHANGES MADE ON THE SYSTEM TO 

5 ACCOMMODATE THE CHANGES WE'VE DONE ON LINE 

6 147, AND SO WE HAVE TO GO BACK AND ASK 

7 OURSELF DO WE STILL NEED LINE 147 TO OPERATE 

8 AT 365 POUNDS. THESE - THESE ISSUES MOVE AS 

9 DECISIONS ARE MADE, SO -

10 Q OKAY. NOW-NOW I'M GOING TO TAKE 

11 YOUR ATTENTION AWAY FROM -

12 MR. MALKIN: I BELIEVE MR. SINGH WANTED 

13 TO ADD SOMETHING. 

14 MS. STROTTMAN: Q OH, I'M SORRY. GO 

15 AHEAD. 

16 WITNESS SINGH: A I JUST WANTED TO ADD 

17 THAT AT 330 POUNDS, THERE'S NO REASON TO 

18 REPLACE ANY SECTION OF LINE 147. AS WE 

19 TALKED ABOUT PREVIOUSLY, WE'VE HAD A STRENGTH 



20 TEST, A SPIKE TEST, TRACEABLE, VERIFIABLE, 

21 AND COMPLETE STRENGTH TEST RECORDS. THERE'S 

22 NO REASON TO REPLACE ANY SECTION OF LINE 147 

23 FOR OPERATING THE LINE AT 330 PSIG. I 

24 BELIEVE ALL OF THESE DATA RESPONSES ARE 

25 CONSISTENT. 

26 Q SO TO THAT POINT, WHAT IS THE 

27 CURRENT OPERATING STATUS OF LINE 147? 

28 WITNESS JOHNSON: A LINE 147, AS I 
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1 UNDERSTAND IT, IS - HAS GOT GAS PIPED IN IT 

2 AT APPROXIMATELY OR BELOW 125 POUNDS. 

3 Q AND IT'S NOT IN A SHUT-IN STATUS; 

4 CORRECT? 

5 A I DON'T KNOW HOW YOU DEFINE SHUT-IN 

6 STATUS. IT'S GOT GAS IN IT AT 125 POUNDS OR 

7 LESS. BUT SHUT-IN STATUS - WHAT DO YOU MEAN 

8 SHUT-IN STATUS? 

9 Q THE WAY THAT IT WAS DESCRIBED TO ME 

10 I BELIEVE BY MR. MALKIN DURING THE 

11 OCTOBER 21 ST PREHEARING CONFERENCE IS THAT 

12 SHUT-IN STATUS IS - IS AKIN TO, LIKE, GAS 

13 BEING TRAPPED INSIDE OF A BOTTLE. IT'S NOT 



14 BEING MOVED. IT'S NOT DYNAMIC. 

15 A IF WHAT YOU'RE REFERRING-LET ME 

16 EXPLAIN WHERE I BELIEVE LINE 147 IS TODAY. 

17 THE BLOCK VALVES FEEDING THAT FROM THE 

18 ASSOCIATED TRANSMISSION VALVES LINE 101, 109, 

19 LINE 132 ARE CLOSED. AND I BELIEVE THE CAP 

20 VALVES ARE ALSO CLOSED. I DON'T KNOW IF THAT 

21 MEANS SHUT-IN STATUS, BUT I BELIEVE THAT'S 

22 THE OPERATIONAL CONDITION. I HAVEN'T CHECKED 

23 ON THAT IN THE LAST WEEK OR TWO, BUT THAT'S 

24 MY UNDERSTANDING WHERE WE ARE. 

25 Q SO THEN THE FOUR REGULATOR VALVES 

26 ARE NOT OPEN? 

27 A I'M NOT - I DON'T KNOW - I'M NOT 

28 SURE WHAT YOU MEAN BY FOUR REGULATOR VALVES. 
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1 Q I THOUGHT THAT THERE WERE FOUR -

2 I'M SORRY, FOUR DISTRIBUTION VALVES ON LINE 

3 147. THAT'S NOT THE CASE? 

4 A ARE YOU TALKING ABOUT DISTRICT 

5 REGULATOR STATIONS POTENTIALLY? 

6 Q YES, YES, YES. THANK YOU. 

7 A I BELIEVE THE DISTRICT REGULATOR 



8 STATION VALVES ARE CLOSED, BUT I'D HAVE TO 

9 CHECK ON - ON HOW IT'S OPERATING TODAY. IT 

10 DOESN'T OPERATE ABOVE 125 POUNDS IS THE 

11 OPERATING RESTRAINTS WE HAVE ON IT RIGHT NOW. 

12 Q SO WHAT - WHAT ARE THE REASONS WHY 

13 PG&E NEEDS TO OPERATE LINE 147 AS A 

14 TRANSMISSION LINE? 

15 A WELL, LINE 147 IS A CROSS-TIE 

16 BETWEEN THE OTHER MAJOR TRANSMISSION LINES 

17 FEEDING THE ENTIRE CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO AND 

18 EVERYBODY FROM MILPITAS NORTH. IT IS AN 

19 INTEGRATED SYSTEM, AND IT ALLOWS US A GREAT 

20 DEAL OF FLEXIBILITY OF OPERATING OUR SYSTEM. 

21 IT ALLOWS US TO FEED ALL THE CUSTOMER NEEDS 

22 FROM MILPITAS NORTH, AND IT'S JUST PART OF AN 

23 OVERALL INTEGRATED SYSTEM. 

24 LIKE ANY SEGMENT ON THAT PIPELINE 

25 SYSTEM, THINGS NEED TO BE TAKEN OUT OF 

26 SERVICE OCCASIONALLY, AND MAINTENANCE IS DONE 

27 OR CONSTRUCTION WORK IS DONE OR TIE-INS ARE 

28 MADE. AND IT IS ONE OF THE INTEGRAL PIECES 
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1 IN MAKING THAT HAPPEN. IT IS ONE OF THE -



2 IT IS ONE OF THE MAJOR CROSS-TIES BETWEEN 

3 THOSE TWO PIPELINES - BETWEEN THOSE THREE 

4 PIPELINES. EXCUSE ME. 

5 MS. STROTTMAN: YOUR HONOR, MAY I HAVE 

6 A MOMENT, PLEASE? 

7 ALJ BUSHEY: WE'LL BE OFF THE RECORD. 

8 (OFF THE RECORD) 

9 ALJ BUSHEY: WE'LL BE BACK ON THE 

10 RECORD. 

11 MS. STROTTMAN? 

12 MS. STROTTMAN: Q SO FOR LINE 147, I 

13 JUST WANT TO TALK ABOUT THIS - THIS WEATHER 

14 AND CURTAILMENT ISSUE. SO IF-AND-AND 

15 I'M SORRY IF I'M A LITTLE BIT CONFUSED BY 

16 THIS. BUT IF THE GAS IS SHUT IN OR IT'S NOT 

17 MOVING, HOW ARE YOU - HOW ARE YOU 

18 TRANSPORTING GAS TO CUSTOMERS. 

19 WITNESS JOHNSON: A THEY WOULD BE -

20 IF THAT'S THE EXACT CONDITION IT'S IN RIGHT 

21 NOW, THEY WOULD BE FED BY OTHER DISTRICT 

22 REGULATOR STATIONS. 

23 Q WHERE? 

24 A I DON'T HAVE THE MAPS IN FRONT OF 

25 ME. I DON'T KNOW WHERE THE EXACT OTHER 

26 DISTRICT REGULATOR STATIONS ARE FOR ALL OF 

27 REDWOOD CITY AND SAN CARLOS. 

28 Q AND DO YOU RECALL PG&E'S POSITION 
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1 AS TO THE - THE TWO EXCEPTIONS THAT PG&E 

2 WANTED TO HAVE IN PLACE FOR RAISING THE 

3 PRESSURE AT 125 PSIG? ONE WAS AN UNFORESEEN 

4 EVENT, WHICH COULD BE A DIG-IN, AND THE 

5 SECOND ONE WOULD BE SAFETY WORK. DO YOU 

6 RECALL THAT? 

7 A I DON'T KNOW THAT I - I RECALL THE 

8 DISCUSSIONS, YES. I DON'T KNOW THE EXACT 

9 WORDING BEHIND THOSE BUT GO AHEAD. 

10 Q OKAY. WHAT ABOUT YOU, MR. SINGH? 

11 WITNESS SINGH: A SO SAME AS 

12 MR. JOHNSON ARTICULATED. I'M AWARE OF THOSE 

13 DISCUSSIONS. I'M AWARE OF WHAT YOU'RE 

14 REFERRING TO. I DON'T HAVE THE EXACT WORDS 

15 IN FRONT OF ME OF WHAT YOU'RE REFERRING TO, 

16 BUT THE CONCEPT AND THE DISCUSSION, I'M 

17 FAMILIAR, YES. 

18 Q WHAT IS YOUR UNDERSTANDING, THEN, 

19 AS TO WHY THE PRESSURE NEEDS TO BE RAISED 

20 BACK TO 330 BECAUSE OF WEATHER CONDITIONS? 

21 A WELL, IT'S AS MR. JOHNSON 

22 ARTICULATED. THERE'S - LINE 147 IS A MAJOR 

23 CROSS-TIE BETWEEN THE THREE LINES OF 109, 



24 132, AND 101. AND AS STATED AND AS I BELIEVE 

25 YOU REFERENCED AS WELL, IN THE CASE OF A 

26 DIG-IN AND WHAT'S THAT ALLUDING TO IS THERE'S 

27 A DIG-IN OR SAFETY WORK THAT'S GOING ON, 

28 WHICH WOULD INVOLVE LINE 101 - OR HAVE 
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1 DONE - AND 132 AND 109, WHICH WE HAVE A LOT 

2 OF PLANNED WORK FOR NEXT YEAR AS WELL. 

3 TAKING THOSE LINES AND SHUTTING THEM IN 

4 REQUIRES US TO USE LINE 147 TO INSURE WE CAN 

5 CONTINUE TO PROVIDE SUPPLY AND PROVIDE GAS TO 

6 OUR CUSTOMERS. IT'S A MAIN PART OF OUR 

7 OPERATIONS AND OVERALL OPERATIONAL 

8 FLEXIBILITY. 

9 Q AND WHAT PROJECTS ARE YOU SPEAKING 

10 OF? 

11 MR. MALKIN: YOUR HONOR, WE'RE GETTING 

12 - MS. STROTTMAN BEGAN THIS LINE OF 

13 QUESTIONING SAYING IT WENT TO SAFETY AND THE 

14 SAFETY CERTIFICATION. WE'RE NOW GETTING INTO 

15 SYSTEM PLANNING ISSUES. IT SEEMS PRETTY FAR 

16 AFIELD. 

17 ALJ BUSHEY: MS. STROTTMAN, ARE WE 



18 GOING TO GET BACK TO SOMETHING THAT'S LISTED 

19 IN ORDERING PARAGRAPH 4? 

20 MS. STROTTMAN: YES, BUT, YOUR HONOR, 

21 IT IS RELEVANT AS TO WHETHER THEY REALLY NEED 

22 TO OPERATE THIS LINE DUE TO WEATHER 

23 CONDITIONS. AND THEY STATED THAT THEY HAVE 

24 -THEY NEEDED TO DO SAFETY WORK FOR 2014. I 

25 JUST HAVE A FEW QUESTIONS ASKING THEM ABOUT 

26 THEIR SAFETY WORK, AND THEN I'LL MOVE ON. 

27 ALJ BUSHEY: ALL RIGHT. 

28 MS. STROTTMAN: THANK YOU. 
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1 Q SO WHAT TYPE OF SAFETY PROJECTS OR 

2 WORK DO YOU HAVE I GUESS IN QUEUE FOR - FOR 

3 2014? BECAUSE IT APPEARS THAT THAT'S ONE OF 

4 THE REASONS WHY YOU NEED TO INCREASE THE 

5 OPERATING PRESSURE ON LINE 147. 

6 WITNESS JOHNSON: A WELL, IN TERMS OF 

7 THE WORK - AND AGAIN, I DON'T HAVE THE 

8 ENTIRE WORK LIST IN FRONT OF ME - THERE IS 

9 ACTUALLY WORK IN 2013 THAT WE CAN'T COMPLETE 

10 BECAUSE OF OUR OPERATING FLEXIBILITY RIGHT 

11 NOW. THAT INCLUDES VALVE AUTOMATION. SO 



12 THERE'S SOME VALVE AUTOMATION WORK, AND THERE 

13 IS SOME WORK SCHEDULED FOR LATER THIS YEAR TO 

14 MAKE A SEGMENT OF LINE 132 PIGGABLE, WHICH WE 

15 ARE AT RISK OF NOT BEING ABLE TO DO IF WE 

16 DON'T HAVE THE OPERATING FLEXIBILITY THAT WE 

17 NEED TO REMOVE THAT SECTION OF PIPE FROM 

18 SERVICE TO WE CAN CHANGE OUT SOME SEGMENTS 

19 THERE. 

20 FOR NEXT YEAR ON - ON THE SAN 

21 FRANCISCO PENINSULA, THERE IS SOME - THERE 

22 IS A SIGNIFICANT AMOUNT OF PIPELINE 

23 REPLACEMENT WORK ON LINE 109. I BELIEVE IT'S 

24 APPROXIMATELY 10 MILES WORTH OF WORK TO GET 

25 DONE. SO WE'LL BE TAKING CLEARANCES THROUGH 

26 OUT THE YEAR TO TIE THAT WORK IN. THERE IS 

27 SOME MAKE-PIGGABLE WORK, IF YOU WILL, ON THE 

28 THREE DIFFERENT TRANSMISSION LINES. AND I'M 
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1 SURE THERE'S A LAUNDRY LIST OF - OF OTHER 

2 ACTIVITIES HAPPENING IN THE SAN FRANCISCO 

3 PENINSULA. THERE'S A LOT OF PIPELINE SAFETY 

4 ENHANCEMENT PLAN WORK THAT OCCURRED UNDER 

5 PSEP ON THE SAN FRANCISCO PENINSULA. 



6 Q I APPRECIATE THAT LIST, BUT WHAT 

7 ABOUT PROJECTS THAT ARE QUEUED UP READY FOR 

8 WINTER 2014? 

9 A WELL, ALL OF THEM ARE QUEUED UP. 

10 Q JUST FOR THE WINTER MONTHS. 

11 A ALL OF THE WORK IS QUEUED UP TO BE 

12 DONE IN 2014. 

13 Q BUT WHAT - WHAT PROJECTS - WHAT 

14 IMMEDIATE PROJECTS DOES PG&E HAVE THAT THEY 

15 NEED TO COMPLETE FOR WINTER OF 2014? 

16 A WELL, ALL THE PROJECTS HAVE TO BE 

17 COMPLETE BY WINTER 2014 OTHER WISE WE CANT 

18 SERVE GAS TO OUR CUSTOMERS. IS THAT-

19 Q WELL, I GUESS I'M JUST TRYING TO 

20 GET AT - YEAH, WELL, IT'S - IT'S WINTER 

21 2013, WINTER OF 2014. I'M ASKING ABOUT WHAT 

22 PROJECTS PG&E NEEDS TO COMPLETE IN THAT TIME 

23 PERIOD AS TO WHY THEY NEED TO INCREASE THE 

24 OPERATING PRESSURE ON LINE 147 TO 330? 

25 A SO - SO THE - IT'S AN INTEGRATED 

26 SYSTEM. AND WHEN WE TAKE ONE PIECE OF PIPE 

27 OUT OF SERVICE, WE ROUTE GAS AROUND. AND 

28 THIS IS A MAJOR ROUTING POINT, IF YOU WILL, 
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1 BETWEEN THE PIPELINES. IT IS A CROSS-TIE. 

2 SO WHENEVER WE TAKE A SEGMENT OF 

3 PIPE OUT, WHETHER IT'S ON LINE 101, LINE 132, 

4 LINE 109, WE REROUTE GAS. AND WE USE OUR 

5 CROSS-TIES TO FEED CUSTOMERS FROM DIFFERENT 

6 DIRECTIONS. THE WORK THAT I SHARED WITH YOU 

7 IS ALL WORK THAT IS SCHEDULED TO BE DONE IN 

8 2013 OR IF NOT DONE IN 2013, 2014. AND 

9 THAT'S THE PIPELINE REPLACEMENT WORK, THE 

10 VALVE AUTOMATION WORK, THE SCADA WORK, THE 

11 MAKE-PIGGABLE WORK. 

12 THERE IS A SIGNIFICANT AMOUNT OF 

13 WORK FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO PENINSULA, ALL OF 

14 WHICH REQUIRE CLEARANCES, ALL OF WHICH 

15 REQUIRE TAKING PIPELINES SEGMENTS OUT OF 

16 SERVICE, AND ALL OF WHICH REQUIRE US TO ROUTE 

17 GAS TO FEED DIFFERENT CUSTOMER NEEDS. AND 

18 LINE 147 IS A SIGNIFICANT LINK IN THE OVERALL 

19 TRANSMISSION SYSTEM IN THE SAN FRANCISCO 

20 PENINSULA. 

21 Q BUT NOT ALL OF THOSE PROJECTS DON'T 

22 HAVE TO BE COMPLETED BY WINTER 2013, 2014; 

23 CORRECT? 

24 A WHEN YOU SAY, "DON'T HAVE TO BE 

25 COMPLETED," THEY ARE PIPELINE SAFETY 

26 ENHANCEMENT PLAN PROJECTS WHICH WE HAVE 

27 COMMITTED TO COMPLETING. THESE ARE ALL 



28 SAFETY-RELATED PROJECTS. 
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1 Q THAT HAVE TO BE COMPLETED BY WINTER 

2 2014? 

3 A WELL, WHEN YOU SAY, "HAVE TO BE 

4 COMPLETED BY," BASED ON WHAT? 

5 Q DONE. YOU'RE DONE. YOU-YOU'VE 

6 FINISHED EVERYTHING THAT YOU NEEDED TO DO. 

7 THERE'S NOTHING ELSE TO DO. 

8 A WELL, THERE'S NEVER A TIME WHERE 

9 THERE'S NOTHING ELSE TO DO. WE NEED TO GET 

10 -WE HAVE 10 MILES OF LINE 109 THAT WE HOPE 

11 TO REPLACE AS PART OF THE PIPELINE SAFETY 

12 ENHANCEMENT PLAN WORK THAT WE WERE PLANNING 

13 ON DOING IN 2014. WE WANT TO GET ALL THAT 

14 WORK COMPLETED, TIED IN FOR 2014. IT IS VERY 

15 HARD TO DO WORK IN THE WINTER TIME BECAUSE 

16 THE DEMANDS ARE HIGHER AND WE CAN'T GET 

17 CLEARANCES. 

18 Q OKAY. I. JUST HAVE A FEW MORE 

19 QUESTIONS ON THIS. SO WHAT'S THE HIGHEST 

20 DEMAND FOR GAS FOR PG&E? WHAT TIME PERIOD? 

21 A WELL, YOU HAVE TO LOOK AT EACH 



22 SEGMENT DIFFERENTLY, BUT FOR 90-PLUS PERCENT 

23 OF THE SEGMENTS, IT'S THE WINTER - THE 

24 WINTER PERIOD. 

25 Q AND WHAT-WHAT MONTH-WHAT TIME 

26 PERIOD? 

27 A IT'S PROBABLY EARLY DECEMBER 

28 THROUGH LATE JANUARY IS WHEN YOU SEE THE 
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1 COLDEST WEATHER. IT'S THE SHORTEST DAYS, SO 

2 I THINK IT'S PRETTY MUCH COMMON SENSE THAT 

3 WINTER TIME IS COLDER AND THE COLDEST DAYS 

4 HAPPEN IN THE JANUARY - DECEMBER, JANUARY 

5 TIMEFRAME. 

6 Q AND ISN'T IT TRUE THAT PG&E 

7 DISCOVERED THE LINE 147 ISSUES IN OCTOBER 

8 OF 2012; IS THAT CORRECT? 

9 A THE ISSUES BEING THE LEAK YOU'RE 

10 REFERRING TO? 

11 Q YES, YES. I'M SORRY, THE LEAK. 

12 A I BELIEVE IT WAS OCTOBER 2012. 

13 Q AND ISN'T IT TRUE THAT PG&E DIDN'T 

14 INFORM THE CPUC OF THOSE ISSUES UNTIL MARCH 

15 OF 2013? 



16 MR. MALKIN: YOUR HONOR -

17 ALJ BUSHEY: ARGUMENTATIVE. 

18 MR. MALKIN: WE'RE GOING INTO OTHER 

19 ISSUES. 

20 MS. STROTTMAN: YOUR HONOR, I WOULD 

21 JUST LIKE TO NOTE THAT PG&E DIDN'T INFORM THE 

22 COMMISSION NOR THE PARTIES OF THESE ISSUES OF 

23 LINE 147 DURING THE HIGHEST PEAK OF DEMAND. 

24 ALJ BUSHEY: MS. STROTTMAN, THIS IS ALL 

25 A MATTER OF - OF RECORD ALREADY IN THIS 

26 PROCEEDING. I THINK IT'S ALL LAID OUT IN THE 

27 ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE. 

28 MS. STROTTMAN: OKAY. THANK YOU. 
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1 Q AND I'M SORRY. I'M GOING TO GO 

2 BACK TO SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT ACCURACY IN 

3 PG&E'S DATABASE. 

4 SO MR. JOHNSON, YOU DID CONFIRM 

5 THAT SEGMENT 109 IS ABOUT 1320 FEET? 

6 WITNESS JOHNSON: A BASED ON THE 

7 DOCUMENT THAT WE WERE LOOKING AT EARLIER. 

8 Q YEAH. I'M SORRY. THAT'S DOCUMENT 

9 - IT'S HEARING EXHIBIT I. 



10 A YES. SO BASED ON THIS - BASED ON 

11 THE EXHIBIT I'M LOOKING AT, IT STATES THE 

12 LENGTH IS 1327 FEET OF SEGMENT 109. 

13 Q OKAY. AND THEN I'M GOING TO 

14 FINALLY GIVE YOU A HYPOTHETICAL. ASSUMING 

15 THAT SEGMENT 109.3, WHICH IS ADJACENT TO 

16 SEGMENT 109, IS LISTED AS SEAMLESS. WOULD 

17 THAT RAISE A RED FLAG TO YOU? DO YOU THINK 

18 THAT THAT'S ACCURATE? 

19 A IF I THINK ANYTHING ON OUR SYSTEM 

20 IS INACCURATE, IT'S GOING TO RAISE A RED 

21 FLAG. 

22 Q BUT IN YOUR MIND, IF-IF I GIVE 

23 YOU THE HYPOTHETICAL THAT IN THIS PIPELINE 

24 FEATURES LIST YOU HAVE SECTION 109, WHICH IS 

25 1320 FEET AND IT'S A.O. SMITH - AND LET'S 

26 ASSUME THAT THE SECTION IMMEDIATELY ADJACENT 

27 TO IT, SECTION 109.3 IS LISTED AS SEAMLESS. 

28 DO YOU THINK THAT THAT'S ACCURATE? 
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1 A WELL, IF THAT'S WHAT'S LISTED IN 

2 OUR PIPELINE FEATURES LIST, I BELIEVE IT'S 

3 ACCURATE TO THE BEST OF OUR KNOWLEDGE. 



4 Q BUT IT WOULDN'T RAISE A RED FLAG TO 

5 YOU? 

6 A NO. NO, IF I - IF WE BELIEVE IT'S 

7 ACCURATE AND WE - AS WE'VE LAID OUT IN OUR 

8 PIPELINE FEATURES LIST, THEN NO IT DOESN'T 

9 RAISE A RED FLAG. 

10 Q OKAY. THEN I'LL GIVE YOU ANOTHER 

11 FACT IN THIS HYPOTHETICAL. 

12 MR. MALKIN: I THINK MR. SINGH -

13 MS. STROTTMAN: Q OH, I'M SORRY, 

14 MR. SINGH. 

15 WITNESS SINGH: A CAN I ADD ON TO 

16 THAT? 

17 Q YES. 

18 A IT WOULDN'T RAISE A RED FLAG TO ME 

19 EITHER. AND THE REASON FOR THAT IS BECAUSE 

20 YOU COULD HAVE A SEPARATE JOB THAT WAS DONE 

21 FOR THAT RESPECTIVE SEGMENT THAT WAS 

22 INSTALLED AT SOME OTHER POINT. YOU HAVE TO 

23 LOOK AT THE ACTUAL PIPELINE AND LOOK AT THE 

24 ACTUAL SITUATION. 

25 IT'S NOT UNCOMMON WHERE - AND I 

26 THINK I ANSWERED PREVIOUSLY THAT LINE 147 WAS 

27 ORIGINALLY INSTALLED IN 1947. AND AFTER THAT 

28 THERE WAS WORK DONE ON THE PIPELINE IN '57, 
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1 IN '87, AND IN 1990. SO IT'S NOT UNCOMMON TO 

2 FIND DIFFERENT SEAM TYPES AND DIFFERENT 

3 SPECIFICATIONS ALONG ONE LENGTH OF THE 

4 PIPELINE. IT'S VERY COMMON NOT JUST WITHIN 

5 OUR SYSTEM, BUT IN THE INDUSTRY. 

6 Q OKAY. WHERE IN THE INDUSTRY? CAN 

7 YOU POINT TO ME SOME EXAMPLES WHERE IS THAT 

8 COMMON IN THE INDUSTRY? I MEAN, I'VE HEARD 

9 YOU SAY THAT SEVERAL TIMES IN 

10 CROSS-EXAMINATION, BUT I'M ASKING YOU IF YOU 

11 COULD POINT TO AN EXAMPLE. 

12 A BASED ON ALL THE CONFERENCES I'VE 

13 ATTENDED, BASED ON MY DISCUSSIONS WITH OTHER 

14 OPERATORS, BASED ON MY DISCUSSIONS WITH 

15 INDUSTRY EXPERTS SUCH AS MR. ROSENFELD. 

16 Q OKAY. SO IF I ADDED ANOTHER FACT 

17 TO THIS HYPOTHETICAL - IF THIS PIPE SEGMENT, 

18 WHICH IS 109.3, WHICH IS ADJACENT 

19 HYPOTHETICALLY TO 109, AND IT'S GOT AN 

20 INSTALL DATE OF 1947, WOULD THAT RAISE A FLAG 

21 TO YOU THAT IT WAS LISTED AS SEAMLESS? 

22 WITNESS JOHNSON: A NOT IN ITSELF. 

23 YOU WOULD HAVE TO GO THROUGH THE PIPELINE 

24 FEATURES LIST AND LOOK WHAT'S ON THE PIPELINE 

25 FEATURES LIST. IT MAY SHOW A DIFFERENT JOB. 



26 IT MAY SHOW A DIFFERENT STRENGTH TEST 

27 PRESSURE REPORT. THERE COULD BE A LOT OF 

28 REASONS WHY IT CHANGED. JUST BECAUSE IT'S 
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1 THE SAME YEAR DOESN'T MEAN IT WASN'T DONE ON 

2 DIFFERENT JOBS OR SOMETHING ELSE WASN'T 

3 DIFFERENT THERE. 

4 Q OKAY. THANK YOU. 

5 WITNESS SINGH: A AND IT WOULDN'T BE A 

6 SURPRISE TO ME BECAUSE THERE WAS SEAMLESS 

7 PIPE MADE AROUND 1947. WE'VE GOT A 

8 PURCHASING RECORD FOR THIS. WE'VE ACTUALLY 

9 IN FACT DONE A FIELD INSPECTION ON A SEGMENT 

10 OF LINE 147 INSTALLED IN 1947 THAT WAS 

11 SEAMLESS. AND WE ACTUALLY TOOK A LOOK AT A 

12 STREAM OF LINE MANUFACTURING, WHICH HAS BEEN 

13 AUTHORED BY KIEFNER AND ASSOCIATES. IT TALKS 

14 ABOUT MANUFACTURING PRACTICES TYPICALLY IN 

15 THE INDUSTRY OF LINE PIPE THAT WAS 

16 MANUFACTURED. AND IT WASN'T UNCOMMON FROM MY 

17 UNDERSTANDING AND WE HAVE SOME IN OUR SYSTEM. 

18 THE FACT THAT IT IS 1947 SEAMLESS PIPE DOES 

19 NOT RAISE ANY QUESTIONS IN MY MIND. 



20 Q OKAY. I'M GOING TO ASK YOU SOME 

21 QUESTIONS NOW ABOUT SAFETY FACTOR. WHAT-

22 WHAT IS SAFETY FACTOR TO YOU WHEN YOU'RE 

23 ASSUMING OR CALCULATING A SAFETY FACTOR -

24 WELL, I'M SORRY. I'LL REPHRASE THAT. WHAT 

25 DOES SAFETY FACTOR MEAN TO YOU? 

26 WITNESS JOHNSON: A WELL, AS A-AS A 

27 GENERALIZATION, IT USUALLY MEANS CALCULATING 

28 SOME STRUCTURAL ISSUE AT ITS MAXIMUM OR ITS 
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1 - IT'S 100 PERCENT STRENGTH POINT AND 

2 DIVIDING BY A NUMBER. AND THAT NUMBER WOULD 

3 BE YOUR SAFETY FACTOR. 

4 Q WHAT FACTOR OF SAFETY ARE YOU 

5 ASSUMING OR CALCULATING FOR LINE 147 AFTER 

6 THE HYDRO TESTS WERE CONDUCTED? 

7 A WELL, ARE WE SPEAKING SPECIFICALLY 

8 TO SEGMENT 109 OR TALKING ABOUT THE ENTIRE 

9 PIPELINE NOW? 

10 Q LET'S TALK ABOUT THE ENTIRE 

11 PIPELINE. 

12 A WELL, THE SAFETY FACTORS I BELIEVE 

13 ARE PROBABLY DIFFERENT DEPENDING ON THE 



14 SEGMENT OF PIPE YOU'RE LOOKING AT. 

15 Q OKAY. WHAT'S THE RANGE? 

16 A OKAY. WELL, WE COULD GET THE 

17 PIPELINE FEATURES LIST OUT. BUT WITHOUT 

18 GOING THROUGH THAT WHOLE DOCUMENT - DO WE 

19 HAVE THE PIPELINE FEATURES LIST HERE? YOU 

20 CAN WALK THROUGH AND SEE EACH ONE OF THEM 

21 DEPENDING ON THE-WE HAVE CLASS 1. SO 

22 WE'RE LOOKING AT THE HYDROSTATIC TEST AND THE 

23 TEST PRESSURES. THE LOWEST ONE IS 607. HAD 

24 THE HIGHEST ONE IS 1440. THAT'S JUST A QUICK 

25 REVIEW OF THE PIPELINE FEATURES LIST, SO I 

26 MAY HAVE MISSED SOMETHING IN THERE. 

27 Q OKAY. IF YOU DON'T HAVE THE 

28 CORRECT PIPELINE SPECIFICATIONS FOR A 
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1 PARTICULAR SEGMENT IN A LINE, WHAT TYPE OF 

2 SAFETY FACTOR DO YOU HAVE FOR THAT ISSUE? 

3 A WELL, YOU'RE - AS WE'VE DISCUSSED 

4 HERE AT LENGTH IS WE HAVE A HYDROSTATIC TEST 

5 PRESSURE. SO IF IT'S ONE-AND-A-HALF TIMES 

6 ITS NORMAL OPERATING PRESSURE PLUS A SPIKE 

7 TEST, IT'S GOING TO BE IN THE RANGE - JUST 



8 ON THE SPIKE TEST ALONE, JUST ON THE HYDRO 

9 TEST ALONE, IT'S - IT'S - YOU KNOW, IT'S 

10 THE .5 OR THE .67, DEPENDING ON HOW HIGH THE 

11 SPIKE WENT. 

12 WITNESS SINGH: A AND JUST TO ADD ON 

13 TO THAT, THAT'S AT LEAST OR GREATER. AND THE 

14 REASON WHY I MAKE THAT STATEMENT IS BECAUSE 

15 AS PART OF THE TEST - AND WHAT WE REVIEWED 

16 AT LENGTH ON MONDAY AND YESTERDAY'S WORKSHOP 

17 WAS THE PRESSURE VOLUME PLUS. AND WE DID NOT 

18 SEE ANY YIELDING ON THE 2011 TEST, WHICH IS A 

19 CLEAR INDICATION THAT THE STRENGTH OF THE 

20 PIPE IS GREATER THAN WHAT WE TESTED. SO IT'S 

21 AT LEAST THAT VALUE IF NOT GREATER. 

22 Q SO WHAT-I GUESS WHAT I'M GETTING 

23 IT AT IF YOU DON'T HAVE THE RIGHT RECORDS FOR 

24 A SEGMENT - AND RECORDS I MEAN THE RIGHT 

25 PIPELINE SPECS - THAT CONSIDERATION ISN'T A 

26 FACTOR FOR YOU WHEN YOU'RE ANALYZING THE 

27 SAFETY FACTOR? 

28 WITNESS JOHNSON: A WELL, I'M NOT SURE 
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1 - I'M NOT SURE WHAT YOU MEAN BY THAT 



2 QUESTION, BUT IN THE SIMPLEST TERMS, WE'VE 

3 PRESSURE TESTED THE PIPELINE. WE PRESSURE 

4 TESTED IT WELL IN EXCESS OF ITS OPERATING 

5 PRESSURES, PLUS A SPIKE TEST. SO JUST 

6 HYPOTHETICALLY IF THE TEST IS AT 600 POUNDS, 

7 WE'RE VERY COMFORTABLE IT CAN OPERATE AT 

8 400 POUNDS. IT'S JUST A SIMPLE ENGINEERING 

9 CALL. 

10 Q I GUESS WHAT I'M GETTING AT-SO 

11 THE HYDRO TEST TO YOU IS JUST THE PLATINUM 

12 STANDARD? IT DOESN'T MATTER THAT YOU HAVE 

13 THE WRONG RECORDS OR THE WRONG PIPE SPECS FOR 

14 A SEGMENT BECAUSE YOU COMPLETED YOUR HYDRO 

15 TEST? 

16 A WHAT I'M SAYING IS - I THINK I'VE 

17 SAID IT'S THE GOLD STANDARD. I'M NOT SURE IF 

18 PLATINUM IS HIGHER OR LOWER. 

19 Q I THINK IT'S HIGHER. 

20 A THAT IS THE BEST STANDARD THAT WE 

21 HAVE TODAY TO ENSURE THAT A PIPELINE CAN 

22 OPERATE SAFETY AT THE PRESSURE IT'S AT. I 

23 THINK FOR MOST ENGINEERS, WE'RE VERY 

24 COMFORTABLE THAT IF I PRESSURE TEST AT 

25 600 POUNDS HYPOTHETICALLY, OPERATING AT 

26 400 POUNDS DOESN'T CAUSE MY ANY CONCERN. 

27 MR. KIEFNER I THINK - EXCUSE ME, 

28 MR. ROSENFELD SPOKE FOR AN HOUR-AND-A-HALF, 
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1 2 HOURS YESTERDAY, AND MR. KIEFNER SPOKE AT 

2 THE SYMPOSIUM. AND I BELIEVE WE THINK THAT'S 

3 A VERY LARGE, ADEQUATE SAFETY -

4 WITNESS SINGH: A THE ONLY PIECE I 

5 WOULD LIKE TO ADD TO THAT IS I THINK THERE'S 

6 A LITTLE BIT OF A SOURCE OF CONFUSION AROUND 

7 THAT IN TERMS OF THE SPECIFICATIONS. THEY 

8 ONLY LOWERED THAT VALUE, WHICH IS THE TRUE 

9 SAFETY MARGIN THAT'S ESTABLISHED BY THE 

10 STRENGTH TEST. THOSE SPECIFICATIONS HAVE 

11 NEVER BEEN USED TO JUSTIFY A HIGHER PRESSURE, 

12 AND THAT'S AGAIN IN ACCORDANCE WITH 

13 EVERYTHING WE'VE BEEN DOING IN THE LAST 

14 COUPLE YEARS AS PART OF OUR PIPELINE SAFETY 

15 ENHANCEMENT. 

16 Q I GUESS WHAT I'M SAYING IS IF YOU 

17 DON'T KNOW WHAT'S IN THE GROUND, THE FACT 

18 THAT YOU HYDRO TESTED IT IS GOOD ENOUGH? 

19 WITNESS JOHNSON: A WELL, THE FACT 

20 THAT - IF YOU'RE ABSOLUTELY NOT SURE WHAT'S 

21 IN THE GROUND AND YOU HYDRO TESTED AND YOU 

22 CHECK FOR YIELD AND ENSURED A SAFETY MARGIN 

23 AND THERE IS NO YIELD, YOU CAN BE ASSURED 



24 YOU'RE OPERATING VERY SAFELY UNDER THOSE 

25 CIRCUMSTANCES. 

26 Q OKAY. I MAY COME BACK TO THAT, BUT 

27 I HAVE JUST A FEW QUESTIONS ABOUT, 

28 MR. JOHNSON - IN YOUR VERIFIED STATEMENT -
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1 I DON'T KNOW IF YOU HAVE IT IN FRONT OF YOU? 

2 A I DO HAVE A COPY IN FRONT OF ME. 

3 Q IT'S ON PAGE 8. 

4 A OKAY. 

5 Q YOU STATED THAT "PG&E DISCOVERED 

6 HUMAN ERROR IN MAOP VALIDATION RECORDS FOR 

7 ONE SEGMENT OF LINE 147." AND SPECIFICALLY 

8 YOU STATED, "OUR MAOP VALIDATION 

9 DOCUMENTATION-" 

10 A CAN YOU SHARE WITH ME WHERE YOU'RE 

11 AT-

12 Q YES. SORRY. I'M JUST READING FROM 

13 MY NOTES. LET ME GET IT. 

14 A - WHAT LINE YOU'RE AT? 

15 Q YEAH. IT'S AT THE BOTTOM OF PAGE 

16 8. BUT THE - THE - ON PAGE 6, IT'S -

17 A PAGE 6 OR PAGE 8? 



18 Q WELL, ON PAGE 6 - I'M JUST 

19 DIRECTING YOU TO PAGE 6 OF YOUR VERIFIED 

20 STATEMENT, THE HEADING THAT'S UNDERLINED 

21 SAYS, "LINE 147, SEGMENT 109," AND THEN IN 

22 PARENTHESES, "HUMAN ERROR"? 

23 A CORRECT. OKAY. 

24 Q AND THEN ON PAGE 8, IT'S AT THE 

25 LAST TWO SENTENCES OF THE PAGE. IT'S 

26 ACTUALLY THE LAST SENTENCE. IT SAYS, "WE 

27 DETERMINED THAT OUR ENGINEER HAD MISTAKENLY 

28 ASSUMED," AND THEN YOU TURN THE PAGE TO PAGE 
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1 9, "DSAW PIPE — " 

2 A OKAY. 

3 Q " - WHEN PREPARING THE PFL IN 

4 OCTOBER OF 2011." 

5 DOES THAT LOOK CORRECT TO YOU? ] 

6 A WELL, I MEAN WE'VE ALL GOT THE 

7 DOCUMENT. SO I DIDN'T ACTUALLY FOLLOW YOUR 

8 WORD WORD FOR WORD, BUT THE WORDS ARE THERE. 

9 Q OKAY. SO AN ENGINEER THERE HAD 

10 BASICALLY MADE A BAD ASSUMPTION ABOUT THE 

11 PIPELINE FEATURES OF LINE 147; IS THAT 



12 CORRECT? 

13 A I BELIEVE WE SAID HE MADE AN ERROR, 

14 YES. 

15 Q AND YOU DON'T HAVE TO DISCLOSE HIS 

16 OR HER NAME, BUT HOW MANY OTHER PIPELINE MAOP 

17 VALIDATIONS DID THIS ENGINEER WORK ON? DO 

18 YOU KNOW? 

19 A I DON'T KNOW. 

20 Q WELL, WOULDN'T ALL OF HIS WORK BE 

21 QUESTIONED BASED ON THIS MISTAKE? 

22 WITNESS JOHNSON: GO AHEAD. 

23 WITNESS SINGH: A SO LET ME ADD ON TO 

24 THAT. I DON'T HAVE THE SPECIFIC NUMBER OF 

25 FEATURES LISTS THAT HE WORKED ON, BUT KEEP IN 

26 MIND THAT THIS IS THE WORK THAT WAS COMPLETED 

27 IN OCTOBER OF 2011. AND AS I TESTIFIED IN MY 

28 DIRECT EXAMINATION AT THE HEARINGS FOR THE 
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1 ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE FOR THE SUBSTANCE PART OF 

2 THE ISSUES ON SEPTEMBER 6TH OF 2013, WE 

3 STATED THAT WE ACTUALLY WENT THROUGH AND 

4 RE-REVIEWED ALL OF THE PIPELINE FEATURES 

5 LISTS, MAOP REPORTS AS PART OF THE 



6 ENHANCEMENTS THAT WE MADE TO THE PROCESSES 

7 AND THE MAOP VALIDATION PROCESS STARTING IN 

8 JANUARY AND FEBRUARY OF 2012. 

9 AND WE ALSO INCLUDED A INDEPENDENT 

10 AUDIT FIRM WHICH PROVIDED A QUALITY ASSURANCE 

11 WITH THE APPROPRIATE PROCEDURE, AND THE 

12 PROCEDURE IS A PART OF THE FILING THAT WE 

13 HAVE MADE FOR THE PSEP UPDATED APPLICATION, 

14 WHICH I'M ALSO SPONSORING. AND THERE'S ALSO 

15 CLEAR DELINEATION IN TERMS OF AS PART OF THAT 

16 QA THAT WAS DONE WHAT WAS THE SAMPLING, THE 

17 SAMPLING RATE, THE POPULATION, AND THE 

18 ASSOCIATED ERROR RATE FOR ALL OF THAT WORK 

19 THAT WAS DONE AS PART OF THE MAOP VALIDATION 

20 PROJECT. MORE THAN HAPPY TO ENTERTAIN THE 

21 QUESTIONS AS PART OF THAT PROCEEDING. 

22 Q YEAH, THAT'S FINE. AND I DON'T 

23 BELIEVE THAT THAT ANSWERED MY QUESTION. I'M 

24 JUST ASKING, DID YOU PAY ANY PARTICULAR 

25 ATTENTION TO THE ENGINEER'S VALIDATIONS, MAOP 

26 VALIDATIONS THAT THIS PARTICULAR ENGINEER 

27 WORKED ON WHERE HE ASSUMED THE WRONG VALUE? 

28 WITNESS JOHNSON: WELL, GO AHEAD. DID 
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1 YOU WANT TO ANSWER? 

2 WITNESS SINGH: A COUPLE OF THINGS 

3 THAT WE - WHAT WE DID IS WE FOUND THE ERROR 

4 IN NOVEMBER OF 2012, AND I BELIEVE YOU'RE 

5 GOING TO GET TO THIS IN THE NEXT EXHIBIT THAT 

6 YOU HAVE HANDED OUT, BUT WHAT WE DID IS WE 

7 DID A ROOT CAUSE ANALYSIS RIGHT AWAY TO 

8 IDENTIFY WHAT WAS THE SOURCE OF THE 

9 DISCREPANCY AND WHY DID THAT DISCREPANCY TAKE 

10 PLACE AND WHAT ARE THE CORRECTIVE ACTIONS, 

11 AND HAVE THE WORK THAT WE HAVE ALREADY BEEN 

12 DOING IN TERMS OF THE NUMBER OF CORRECTIVE 

13 ACTIONS, HOW MANY OF THOSE HAVE ALREADY BEEN 

14 IN PLACE AND IMPLEMENTED. 

15 AND THE CORRECTIVE ACTIONS THAT WERE 

16 IDENTIFIED, A LOT OF THOSE WERE ALREADY 

17 INCORPORATED AS PART OF THE ENHANCEMENTS THAT 

18 WE MADE TO OUR QUALITY ASSURANCE PROCESS 

19 STARTING IN JANUARY AND FEBRUARY OF 2012 

20 WHERE WE WENT BACK AND RE-REVIEWED ALL OF THE 

21 PFLS AND ASSOCIATED MAOP REPORTS DURING PHASE 

22 3 OF THE PROJECT. 

23 SO I DON'T HAVE SITTING HERE THE 

24 EXPLICIT NUMBER THAT THIS RESPECTIVE ENGINEER 

25 WORKED ON. WHAT I CAN ASSURE YOU IS THAT 

26 WHATEVER THAT NUMBER WAS AND WHATEVER WORK HE 

27 DID IN 2011, THAT WORK WAS RE-REVIEWED AS 



28 PART OF THE ENHANCED QUALITY CONTROL AND 
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1 QUALITY ASSURANCE PROCESS WHICH IS 

2 ARTICULATED AS PART OF THE PSEP UPDATED 

3 APPLICATION. 

4 Q SO THEN YOU'RE TESTIFYING THEN THAT 

5 YOU ESSENTIALLY DOUBLE-CHECKED HIS WORK? 

6 A I BELIEVE THAT'S WHAT I STATED. 

7 Q OKAY. THANK YOU. AND I HAVE A FEW 

8 QUESTIONS ABOUT THIS. IT APPEARS THAT YOU 

9 HAD, PG&E HAD SOME SORT OF ADDITIONAL THIRD 

10 PARTY REVIEW FOR PG&E'S MAOP VALIDATION; 

11 ISN'T THAT CORRECT? 

12 A THAT IS WHAT I ALLUDED TO EARLIER 

13 IN TERMS OF A INDEPENDENT AUDIT FIRM THAT DID 

14 THE QUALITY ASSURANCE TESTING. IT'S ALL PART 

15 OF THE PSEP UPDATED APPLICATION. THERE'S 

16 SEVERAL PAGES OF TESTIMONY. THERE'S SEVERAL 

17 ADDITIONAL ATTACHMENTS THAT OUTLINE THE QA 

18 PROCEDURE. THAT'S ALL OUTLINED AS PART OF 

19 THAT APPLICATION. 

20 Q WHO IS THE INDEPENDENT AUDITOR? 

21 WAS IT THE ONE THAT YOU MENTIONED YESTERDAY? 



22 WAS IT BUREAU VERITAS? 

23 A NO, IT WAS NOT BUREAU VERITAS. 

24 Q WHO WAS IT THEN? 

25 A IT'S ONE OF THE BIG FOUR AUDITING 

26 FIRMS. 

27 Q WHICH ONE? 

28 A PRICEWATERHOUSECOOPERS, PWC. 
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1 Q AND HOW IS THIS INDEPENDENT AUDITOR 

2 INDEPENDENT? DID THE AUDITOR REPORT TO YOU? 

3 WHO DID THE AUDITOR REPORT TO? 

4 A I'M NOT SURE - WHAT DO YOU MEAN BY 

5 THAT QUESTION? 

6 Q OKAY. WELL, MAYBE I'LL PHRASE IT A 

7 DIFFERENT WAY. WHO DIRECTED THE AUDITOR OR 

8 WHO GAVE DIRECTIONS TO THE AUDITOR? 

9 A I CAN ANSWER THAT QUESTION, BUT I'M 

10 NOT SURE HOW I SEE IT'S RELEVANT TO THIS 

11 PROCEEDING, BUT OKAY. 

12 MR. MALKIN: I'LL OBJECT THAT'S 

13 IRRELEVANT, YOUR HONOR. 

14 (LAUGHTER) 

15 ALJ BUSHEY: I THINK I'LL OVERRULE BOTH 



16 OF YOU. 

17 MS. STROTTMAN: I'M JUST GETTING TO THE 

18 FACT THAT - I JUST WANT TO KNOW WHO DIRECTED 

19 PRICEWATERHOUSECOOPERS TO CONDUCT THIS WORK. 

20 I MEAN IT DOESN'T SEEM LIKE THIS AUDITOR IS 

21 INDEPENDENT, BUT THAT'S OKAY. I'LL MOVE ON 

22 TO SOMETHING ELSE. 

23 ALJ BUSHEY: GOOD. 

24 MS. STROTTMAN: THANK YOU. 

25 Q NOW I WILL DIRECT YOU TO THE 

26 EXHIBIT - I'M SORRY - I THINK IT WAS M? 

27 WITNESS JOHNSON: M. DO YOU HAVE M? 

28 Q DO YOU NEED A FEW MINUTES TO REVIEW 
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1 IT? 

2 WITNESS JOHNSON: A WELL, IF YOU WANT 

3 TO SHARE WITH US WHAT YOUR QUESTION IS ABOUT, 

4 THEN WE CAN JUST REVIEW. OTHERWISE THIS 

5 THING IS SIX, SEVEN PAGES LONG. 

6 Q YES. I'LL GIVE YOU SOMETIME. 

7 WITNESS SINGH: A DID YOU WANT ME TO 

8 GO THROUGH ALL THE PAGES? 

9 Q IF THAT WOULD MAKE YOU FEEL 



10 COMFORTABLE ASKING QUESTIONS OR ANSWERING 

11 QUESTIONS. I JUST WANT YOU TO PLEASE REVIEW 

12 THE FIRST PAGE, OR I'M GOING TO ASK QUESTIONS 

13 ABOUT THE FIRST E-MAIL ON THE FIRST PAGE. 

14 A OKAY. 

15 Q WHICH I GUESS IS TECHNICALLY THE 

16 LAST E-MAIL IN THE CHAIN. 

17 A OKAY. 

18 WITNESS JOHNSON: A LAST E-MAIL IN 

19 THE CHAIN. 

20 Q ARE YOU READY? 

21 WITNESS SINGH: A YEAH, GO AHEAD. 

22 Q SO LOOKING AT EXHIBIT M, DO YOU 

23 RECOGNIZE THIS E-MAIL? 

24 A NOW THAT YOU'VE PUT IT IN FRONT OF 

25 ME, I RECALL THIS E-MAIL. I DON'T SEE MY 

26 NAME DIRECTLY BEING INCLUDED IN FROM OR TO, 

27 BUT I'LL TAKE YOUR WORD THAT IN ONE OF THE 

28 REDACTIONS IT MAY BE - MY NAME MAY BE IN 
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1 HERE. 

2 Q AND WHAT ABOUT YOU, MR. JOHNSON, DO 

3 YOU RECOGNIZE THIS E-MAIL? 



4 WITNESS JOHNSON: A I DON'T. I 

5 BELIEVE I HAVE SEEN THIS E-MAIL. MY NAME 

6 NORMALLY WOULDN'T BE REDACTED, BUT IN SOME 

7 CAPACITY I'VE PROBABLY SEEN THE INFORMATION. 

8 Q OKAY. AND THIS E-MAIL, IT LOOKS 

9 LIKE IT WAS SENT ON NOVEMBER 17TH, 2012, AT 

10 1:35 P.M. AND I'M GOING TO DIRECT YOU TO THE 

11 FIRST PARAGRAPH, LAST SENTENCE. IT SAYS -

12 AND I'M SORRY. I'LL ALSO JUST SAY THAT IT 

13 APPEARS THAT THIS E-MAIL RELATES TO THE 

14 ISSUES THAT ARE - OR THE ISSUES THAT ARE AT 

15 HAND RIGHT NOW DURING THESE PROCEEDINGS. AND 

16 IT SAYS, "AT THE EXECUTIVE LEVEL THIS 

17 SITUATION IS CONSIDERED A NEAR HIT FROM A 

18 SAFETY PERSPECTIVE THAT COULD HAVE SEVERELY 

19 DAMAGED THE COMPANY'S CREDIBILITY." 

20 DO YOU AGREE WITH THAT STATEMENT, 

21 MR. JOHNSON? 

22 A NO, NOT NECESSARILY. 

23 Q WHY NOT? 

24 A WELL, THE TERM "NEAR HIT" IS 

25 USUALLY ACTUALLY CONSIDERED A SAFETY ISSUE. 

26 SO I'VE NEVER HEARD IT USED IN NEAR HIT IN 

27 TERMS OF DATA OR ENGINEERING TERMS. AND I'M 

28 NOT SURE THAT IT SEVERELY DAMAGES THE 
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1 COMPANY'S CREDIBILITY. WE HAVE BEEN VERY 

2 CLEAR THAT WE DON'T KNOW EVERYTHING ABOUT 

3 EVERY RECORD. AND SO THIS IS ONE PERSON'S 

4 OPINION. I DON'T KNOW THAT I NECESSARILY 

5 SHARE THIS OPINION. 

6 Q SO THE FACT THAT WE'RE ALL SITTING 

7 HERE IN THIS PROCEEDING TALKING ABOUT THE 

8 SAME ISSUES, THE SAME ISSUES WITH WRONG 

9 RECORDKEEPING THAT WAS A PROXIMATE CAUSE AT 

10 SAN BRUNO THAT NOW OCCURRED IN SAN CARLOS IS 

11 NOT SOMETHING THAT YOU THINK DAMAGED THE 

12 COMPANY'S CREDIBILITY? 

13 MR. MALKIN: OBJECTION, ARGUMENTATIVE. 

14 ALJ BUSHEY: SUSTAINED. 

15 MS. STROTTMAN: YOUR HONOR. 

16 ALJ BUSHEY: MS. STROTTMAN. 

17 MS. STROTTMAN: I THINK IT'S IMPORTANT 

18 TO UNDERSTAND - I WOULD LIKE TO KNOW MR. 

19 JOHNSON'S OPINION. I CAN REPHRASE IT IF 

20 YOU'D LIKE. 

21 ALJ BUSHEY: HE'S NOT HERE TO REPRESENT 

22 THE COMPANY'S PUBLIC RELATIONS PERSPECTIVE. 

23 HE'S HERE HAVING MADE A SAFETY CERTIFICATION. 

24 PART OF THAT CERTIFICATION IS NOT HIS 

25 PERSPECTIVE ON THE COMPANY'S CREDIBILITY OR 



26 WHETHER IT WAS A NEAR HIT. 

27 MS. STROTTMAN: BUT YOUR HONOR, I'M 

28 SORRY. I JUST I FEEL LIKE AS A VICE 
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1 PRESIDENT OF GAS OPERATIONS HE WOULD HAVE AN 

2 OPINION ON WHETHER THE SITUATION THAT 

3 HAPPENED IN SAN CARLOS HURT THE COMPANY'S 

4 CREDIBILITY AND IF IN TURN HE FEELS 

5 COMPLETELY COMFORTABLE, A HUNDRED PERCENT 

6 COMFORTABLE THAT LINE 147 IS SAFE TO OPERATE 

7 IN SAN CARLOS. 

8 ALJ BUSHEY: THE SECOND PART OF YOUR 

9 SENTENCE IS ABSOLUTELY RELEVANT TO THIS 

10 WITNESS'S TESTIMONY. THIS WITNESS HAS NOT 

11 PRESENTED ANY TESTIMONY ABOUT THE COMPANY'S 

12 CREDIBILITY. SO LET'S FOCUS ON SAFETY 

13 CERTIFICATION. 

14 MS. STROTTMAN: Q SO MR. JOHNSON, AS 

15 WE'RE SITTING HERE TODAY YOU CAN TESTIFY 

16 UNDER OATH THAT YOU FEEL A HUNDRED PERCENT 

17 COMFORTABLE THAT LINE 147 IS SAFE TO OPERATE? 

18 WITNESS JOHNSON: A I BELIEVE IT'S 

19 SAFE TO OPERATE AT 330 POUNDS AS WE HAVE 



20 REQUESTED AND AS I'VE STATED IN MY VERIFIED 

21 STATEMENT. 

22 Q AND WHAT ABOUT YOU, MR. SINGH? 

23 WITNESS SINGH: A I ABSOLUTELY 

24 SUPPORT THAT. 

25 MS. STROTTMAN: YOUR HONOR, MAY I HAVE 

26 A FEW MINUTES, OR JUST A MINUTE, PLEASE? 

27 ALJ BUSHEY: JUST ONE MINUTE. 

28 WE'LL BE OFF THE RECORD. 
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1 (OFF THE RECORD) 

2 ALJ BUSHEY: WE'LL BE BACK ON THE 

3 RECORD. 

4 MS. STROTTMAN. 

5 MS. STROTTMAN: THANK YOU. 

6 Q I JUST HAVE ONE LAST QUESTION. AND 

7 I'M NOT REALLY SURE I GOT AN ANSWER OR A YES 

8 OR NO ANSWER TO THIS QUESTION. 

9 IS IT PG&E'S POSITION THAT THE MAOP 

10 IS THE MINIMUM OF THE HYDROTEST DETERMINED 

11 MAOP AND THE DESIGN MAOP? 

12 WITNESS JOHNSON: A GO AHEAD. 

13 WITNESS SINGH: A THAT'S HOW WE'VE 



14 APPLIED THE METHODOLOGY IN THE MAOP 

15 VALIDATION PROJECT. 

16 Q SO THE ANSWER TO THAT IS YES? 

17 A I'M NOT FINISHED YET. 

18 Q OH, I'M SORRY. 

19 A SO LET ME REITERATE JUST SO THAT 

20 I'VE GOT A CONTINUOUS ANSWER IN THE RECORD. 

21 SO THAT'S HOW WE'VE APPLIED THE CONSERVATIVE 

22 METHODOLOGY AS PART OF THE MAOP VALIDATION 

23 PROJECT. BUT GOING BACK TO THE DECISION THAT 

24 THE COMMISSION ARTICULATED, STATED, ORDERED 

25 PG&E TO DO WAS TO VALIDATE THE MAOP USING A 

26 STRENGTH TEST. AND IN THIS CASE FOR LINE 147 

27 THAT'S BEEN SHARED, DISCUSSED AT LENGTH, AND 

28 WITHOUT A DOUBT THAT MAOP THAT'S BEEN 
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1 VALIDATED THROUGH THAT STRENGTH TEST RECORD 

2 FOR EVERY SINGLE FOOT OF THAT LINE AND ALL 

3 THE SHORTS OPERATING AT OR ABOVE 20 PERCENT 

4 SMYS IS AT LEAST 400 PSIG. 

5 Q BUT DID THAT-I'M ASKING FOR A 

6 YES OR NO ANSWER. IS IT PG&E'S POSITION THAT 

7 THE MAOP IS THE MINIMUM OF THE HYDROTEST 



8 DETERMINED MAOP AND THE DESIGN MAOP? 

9 MR. MALKIN: YOUR HONOR, I'M GOING TO 

10 OBJECT. THAT'S ASKED AND ANSWERED. THE 

11 FACT - MR. SINGH JUST EXPLAINED PG&E'S 

12 POSITION. 

13 ALJ BUSHEY: IN GREAT DETAIL. I 

14 BELIEVE YOUR QUESTION OVERSIMPLIFIES THE 

15 ACTUAL APPROACH THAT THEY'RE TAKING. 

16 MS. STROTTMAN: Q OKAY. THEN THE 

17 ANSWER WOULD BE NO THEN. IS THAT WHAT YOU'RE 

18 SAYING, MR. SINGH? I'M TRYING TO 

19 UNDERSTAND - I'M JUST ASKING IF - IT SOUNDS 

20 LIKE THEN THAT'S NOT PG&E'S POSITION THEN 

21 THAT THE MAOP IS A MINIMUM OF THE HYDROTEST 

22 DETERMINED MAOP AND THE DESIGN MAOP? 

23 MR. MALKIN: SAME OBJECTION, YOUR 

24 HONOR. MR. SINGH CAN RESTATE HIS ANSWER, BUT 

25 IT'S IN THE RECORD. 

26 ALJ BUSHEY: THAT QUESTION HAS BEEN 

27 ASKED AND ANSWERED. 

28 MS. STROTTMAN: I BELIEVE IT HASN'T, 
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1 BUT IF YOU-THAT'S FINE. WE'LL LET THE 



2 RECORD STAND WHERE IT STANDS. 

3 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. FURTHER QUESTIONS? 

4 MS. STROTTMAN: NO, NO. THANK YOU. 

5 ALJ BUSHEY: THANK YOU. AND I 

6 UNDERSTAND MR. RUBEN WANTS TO MAKE A 

7 STATEMENT AT THE CONCLUSION OF TODAY'S 

8 HEARINGS. IS THAT FAIR? 

9 MR. RUBEN: YES, YOUR HONOR. 

10 ALJ BUSHEY: ALL RIGHT. AND THE OTHER 

11 PARTIES HAVE AT LEAST HALF AN HOUR EACH, 

12 RIGHT? 

13 SO LET'S TAKE A LUNCH BREAK. I HAVE 

14 SEVERAL THINGS I NEED TO ACCOMPLISH. SO 

15 LETS SAY 1:15 WE WILL RESUME. SO WE'LL BE 

16 ADJOURNED UNTIL 1:15. 

17 (WHEREUPON, AT THE HOUR OF 12:02 
P.M., A RECESS WAS TAKEN UNTIL 1:15 

18 P.M.) 

•j g * * * * *j 
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1 AFTERNOON SESSION - 1:20 P.M. 

2 

0 ***** 

4 SUMEET SINGH AND KIRK JOHNSON 

5 RESUMED THE STAND AND TESTIFIED FURTHER AS 

6 FOLLOWS: 

7 

8 ALJ BUSHEY: WE'LL BE BACK ON THE 

9 RECORD. 

10 CROSS-EXAMINATION CONTINUATION WITH 

11 MR. MEYERS. 

12 MR. MEYERS: THANK YOU, YOUR HONOR. 

13 CROSS-EXAMINATION 

14 BY MR. MEYERS: 

15 Q AND MR. SINGH, MR. JOHNSON, I'M 

16 STEVEN MEYERS REPRESENTING THE CITY OF SAN 

17 BRUNO. GOOD AFTERNOON. 

18 MR. JOHNSON, WHEN YOU STARTED YOUR 

19 DIRECT EXAMINATION ON MONDAY IN RESPONSE TO A 

20 QUESTION BY MR. MALKIN YOU INDICATED THAT 

21 YOUR POSITION AT PG&E HAS CHANGED. COULD YOU 

22 REFRESH MY RECOLLECTION OF WHAT YOUR CURRENT 

23 TITLE IS? 



24 WITNESS JOHNSON: A I AM RESPONSIBLE 

25 FOR THE PROJECT MANAGEMENT AND PROGRAM 

26 MANAGEMENT OF PG&E'S GAS OPERATIONS. 

27 Q AND WHO TOOK THE POSITION THAT YOU 

28 PREVIOUSLY HELD? 
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1 A WELL, IT WAS BASICALLY A 

2 RESTRUCTURING. SO NOBODY, QUOTE, TOOK MY 

3 POSITION. IT'S JUST WE MOVED THINGS AROUND 

4 AND ORGANIZED DIFFERENTLY. SO THERE WERE 

5 SOME FUNCTIONS THAT WENT JUST IN DIFFERENT 

6 PLACES. 

7 Q FOR PURPOSES OF THIS PARTICULAR 

8 PROCEEDING, THE REPRESSURIZATION REQUEST OF 

9 PG&E FOR LINE 147, YOU ARE THE GENTLEMAN AT 

10 PG&E THAT SIGNED THE CERTIFICATION UNDER 

11 PENALTY OF PERJURY THAT ORDERING PARAGRAPH 

12 NO. 4 IN THE DECISION SETS FORTH AS THE 

13 CRITERIA THAT MUST BE PRODUCED AND SHOWN BY 

14 PG&E TO JUSTIFY A REPRESSURIZATION; IS THAT 

15 CORRECT? 

16 A I HAVE A VERIFIED STATEMENT, AND I 

17 SIGNED THE SAFETY CERTIFICATE. I DIDN'T-I 



18 DON'T HAVE A COPY OF THE DOCUMENT YOU'RE 

19 REFERENCING RIGHT NOW. SO I CAN'T -

20 Q BUT WHEN I REFER TO THE DECISION OF 

21 THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, DECISION 

22 11-09-006, YOU'RE FAMILIAR ENOUGH WITH THAT 

23 DECISION TO ANSWER MY QUESTION ACCURATELY 

24 TODAY THAT YOU ARE THE OFFICER TO WHOM THE 

25 COMPANY REQUESTED A VERIFIED STATEMENT FOR 

26 SUBMISSION TO CPUC? 

27 A I AM THE ONE THAT SIGNED MY 

28 VERIFIED STATEMENT AND THE SAFETY CERTIFICATE 
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1 FOR THIS PROCEEDING. 

2 Q AND YOU PREVIOUSLY SIGNED SUCH A 

3 VERIFIED STATEMENT FOR THE ORIGINAL 

4 REPRESSURIZATION DECISION MADE BY THE CPUC 

5 BEFORE THIS CURRENT PROCEEDING TOOK PLACE, 

6 CORRECT? 

7 A YOU'RE REFERRING TO THE ONES FOR 

8 LINE 101 AND LINE 147 PREVIOUSLY? IS THAT 

9 YOUR QUESTION? 

10 Q YES. THIS PROCEEDING RESULTS FROM 

11 AN ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE WHY THE PREVIOUS ORDER 



12 THE CPUC ISSUED ALLOWING YOU TO REPRESSURIZE 

13 VARIOUS PIPELINES IN THE PENINSULA, WHY THAT 

14 SHOULDN'T BE RESCINDED. 

15 SO YOU PREVIOUSLY SIGNED A 

16 CERTIFICATION UNDER PENALTY OF PERJURY THAT 

17 LED TO THE FIRST REPRESSURIZATION FOLLOWING 

18 THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S DECISION TO LOWER 

19 PRESSURE; IS THAT CORRECT? 

20 A I'M NOT SURE I'M FOLLOWING ALL OF 

21 YOUR QUESTION, BUT I SIGNED THE SAFETY 

22 CERTIFICATE FOR THIS PROCEEDING, AND I SIGNED 

23 THE SAFETY CERTIFICATE FOR WHAT I BELIEVE WAS 

24 FOR, THE TITLE WAS LINE 101, LINE 147, AND I 

25 BELIEVE IT WAS LINE 132A. 

26 Q THANK YOU. AND MR. SINGH, YOU HAVE 

27 ALSO SIGNED A VERIFIED STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF 

28 PG&E. I THINK THE COPY I HAVE IS DATED 
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1 SEPTEMBER 13TH, 2003. AND THAT IS YOUR 

2 STATEMENT RELATIVE TO THE REQUEST OF PG&E TO 

3 REPRESSURIZE LINE 147; IS THAT CORRECT? 

4 WITNESS SINGH: A IS THAT THE 

5 SEPTEMBER 13TH, 2013 DOCUMENT? 



6 Q THAT'S WHAT I SAID. 

7 A THE DECLARATION? YES, IT IS. 

8 Q I JUST WANTED TO SAY THAT -

9 PREPARATORY MATTER TO MAKE SURE I WAS ASKING 

10 THE RIGHT QUESTIONS TO THE RIGHT GUY. 

11 SO WITH RESPECT TO LINE 147, WHICH 

12 IS ALL WE'RE TALKING ABOUT TODAY GIVEN THE 

13 GUIDANCE FROM ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE 

14 BUSHEY, I'M LOOKING AT EXHIBIT I, 

15 CROSS-EXAMINATION EXHIBIT I, I AS IN INDIA. 

16 THIS IS PG&E DATA RESPONSE AND ATTACHMENT 

17 THAT WERE SUBMITTED BY THE OFFICE OF 

18 RATEPAYER ADVOCATES. DO YOU HAVE THAT IN 

19 FRONT OF YOU? 

20 WITNESS JOHNSON: A IS IT SED 003 Q 

21 06? 

22 Q YES, SIR. 

23 A OKAY. 

24 Q AND ON THE LAST PAGE, I BELIEVE 

25 IT'S THE LAST PAGE, OF THAT EXHIBIT THERE WAS 

26 A CHART WHICH IS VERTICAL ACROSS THE PAGE. 

27 THAT CHART PURPORTS TO REPRESENT SIX SEGMENTS 

28 OF LINE 147 AND THEN HAS VARIOUS DATA WITH 
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1 RESPECT TO THE OCTOBER 2011 AS-FILED PRESSURE 

2 RESTORATION, AND THEN THE NEXT LARGE COLUMN 

3 SHOWS UPDATED SPECIFICATIONS. DO YOU SEE 

4 THAT, SIR? 

5 A YES, WE HAVE IT IN FRONT OF US. 

6 Q OKAY. MY QUESTIONS ARE GOING TO 

7 RELATE TO THAT. SO IN THE PRIOR 

8 CERTIFICATION THAT YOU, MR. JOHNSON, SAID 

9 THAT YOU FILED ON BEHALF OF PG&E FOR THE 

10 OCTOBER 2011 PRESSURE RESTORATION 

11 APPLICATION, THE DATA THAT WAS ON THIS 

12 DOCUMENT WAS THE DATA THAT PG&E HAD THAT IT 

13 USED AS PART OF ITS PROCESS OF VALIDATING 

14 MAOP. IS THAT A FAIRLY ACCURATE STATEMENT? 

15 A WELL, IF I UNDERSTAND YOU 

16 CORRECTLY, IF YOU'RE TALKING ABOUT THE 

17 OCTOBER 2011 SECTION. 

18 Q YES. 

19 A AS FILED FOR THE PRESSURE 

20 RESTORATION? 

21 Q YES. 

22 A THAT'S THE DOCUMENT? 

23 Q YES. 

24 A YES, THAT INFORMATION WOULD HAVE 

25 BEEN IN THE PREVIOUS FILING. 

26 Q OKAY. THANK YOU. NOW, IF YOU GO 

27 TO THE NEXT LARGE PORTION OF THAT SPREADSHEET 



28 WHICH IS ENTITLED UPDATED SPECIFICATIONS, 
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1 THOSE ARE THE UPDATED SPECIFICATIONS THAT YOU 

2 HAVE NOW SUBMITTED AS PART OF YOUR VERIFIED 

3 STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF THE MAOP VALIDATION 

4 AND REPRESSURIZATION OF LINE 147? IN OTHER 

5 WORDS, THESE ARE THE CORRECTED - IT'S THE 

6 CORRECTED INFORMATION IN YOUR DATABASE FOR 

7 THIS, THESE SEGMENTS; IS THAT CORRECT? 

8 A THE - I'M SORRY. WOULD YOU REPEAT 

9 THE QUESTION? IT IS THE WHAT NOW? WHAT WAS 

10 YOUR QUESTION AGAIN? 

11 Q MY QUESTION IS, IN THE COLUMN, 

12 LARGE COLUMN THAT SAYS "UPDATED 

13 SPECIFICATIONS." 

14 A OKAY. 

15 Q THERE'S A LIST OF SPECIFICATIONS 

16 STARTING WITH DESIGN FACTORS, WALL THICKNESS, 

17 SMYS, LONG SEAM, THINGS OF THAT NATURE, AND 

18 THAT DATA IS NOW THE CORRECTED DATA THAT YOU 

19 ARE USING FOR PURPOSES OF MAKING YOUR 

20 VERIFIED STATEMENT TO THE COMMISSION TO 

21 JUSTIFY THE MAOP VALIDATION AND RESTORATION 



22 OF PRESSURE; IS THAT CORRECT? 

23 A I THINK THESE ARE SITUATIONS FOR 

24 THE LONG SEAM. 

25 DO YOU WANT TO TRY TO ANSWER THAT? 

26 YOU GOT TO GO BACK AND MAKE SURE IT MATCHES. 

27 WITNESS SINGH: A I CAN ANSWER THAT. 

28 THESE ARE THE UPDATED SPECIFICATIONS AS THE 
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1 TITLE STATES. 

2 Q OKAY. SO NOW THAT I HAVE THAT 

3 CLEAR, I WANT TO ASK YOU A QUESTION ABOUT 

4 SEGMENT 109, WHICH IS THE LAST SEGMENT IN 

5 THAT COLUMN. AND I'M ASKING THIS QUESTION 

6 BECAUSE I AM CROSS-EXAMINING YOU WITH RESPECT 

7 TO YOUR SAFETY CERTIFICATION AND THE 

8 VALIDATION OF ENGINEERING AND CONSTRUCTION 

9 DATA THAT YOU ARE USING FOR THESE 

10 PROCEEDINGS. 

11 YOU LIST IN THIS EXHIBIT THAT YOU 

12 HAVE JUST AUTHENTICATED A WALL THICKNESS OF 

13 .250, SMYS OF 33,000, A.O. SMITH SMAW, WHICH 

14 MR. ROSENFELD TESTIFIED TO YESTERDAY, JOINT 

15 EFFICIENCIES, AND MAOP DESIGN, MAOP TEST, AND 



16 MAOP OF RECORD. IS THAT CORRECT? YOU FOLLOW 

17 ME? 

18 A THAT'S WHAT'S INCLUDED IN THE 

19 TABLE, THAT'S CORRECT. 

20 Q AND I'M SORRY. THIS IS ALL 

21 PREPARATORY TO A QUESTION I WANT TO ASK YOU. 

22 A NO PROBLEM. 

23 Q SO THE MAOP OF DESIGN - LET'S 

24 START WITH MAOP OF TEST. THE MAOP OF TEST 

25 WOULD HAVE BEEN THE RESULTS THAT YOU OBTAINED 

26 BASED UPON YOUR HYDROSTATIC TESTING FOR THAT 

27 LINE, CORRECT? 

28 A THAT IS CORRECT. AND THAT NUMBER 
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1 IS THE SAME IN BOTH COLUMNS, BOTH COLUMNS 

2 BEING OCTOBER 2011 AND THE UPDATED 

3 SPECIFICATIONS. 

4 Q OKAY. I DIDN'T ASK THAT QUESTION, 

5 BUT THANK YOU FOR THAT EDITORIAL COMMENT. 

6 A MY PLEASURE. 

7 Q THE MAOP OF DESIGN TO THE IMMEDIATE 

8 LEFT OF THE MAOP OF TEST, WHAT DOES THAT 

9 NUMBER REPRESENT? 



10 A THE MAOP OF DESIGN REPRESENTS OUR 

11 CONSERVATIVE METHODOLOGY AND APPLICATION AS 

12 PART OF THE MAOP PROJECT TO RETROACTIVELY 

13 APPLY THE DESIGN EQUATION FOR THE 

14 SPECIFICATIONS AS ARTICULATED THROUGHOUT THE 

15 CONVERSATION WE'VE HAD TODAY. 

16 Q AND THE MAOP OF DESIGN THAT'S SHOWN 

17 IN THAT COLUMN FOR SEGMENT 109 AND THE MAOP 

18 OF RECORD ARE THE IDENTICAL FIGURES 330; IS 

19 THAT CORRECT? 

20 A THAT'S CORRECT. 

21 Q OKAY. SO THE MAOP IS WHAT YOU'RE 

22 ASKING FOR THE COMMISSION TO AUTHORIZE. MY 

23 QUESTION IS SIMPLY THIS. IF THE MAOP 

24 RESULTING FROM A HYDROSTATIC TESTING, WHICH 

25 IS THE GOLD STANDARD IN THE INDUSTRY, RESULTS 

26 IN A FIGURE OF 404, WHY AREN'T YOU ASKING FOR 

27 A MAOP OF RECORD OF 400? 

28 WITNESS JOHNSON: A WE ARE ASKING FOR 
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1 A VERY CONSERVATIVE NUMBER AT THIS POINT IN 

2 TIME. BUT WE ACKNOWLEDGE THAT THE MAOP OF 

3 TEST IS 404. AND IN THEORY WE COULD BE 



4 ASKING FOR 404. BUT ALSO AS PART OF THE PSEP 

5 PROGRAM WE SAID WE WOULD VALIDATE THE 

6 EXISTING MAOP, WHICH PREVIOUSLY WAS 400. 

7 Q AND IF YOU COULD JUST, SUMMARILY IF 

8 YOU WOULDN'T MIND, EXPLAIN TO ME THE 

9 CONSERVATIVE FACTORS THAT YOU'RE USING THAT 

10 RESULTS IN YOUR DECISION TO ONLY ASK FOR 330 

11 AND NOT WHAT YOUR HYDROTEST SHOWS THIS PIPE 

12 IS SAFE TO RUN AT? 

13 A WELL, ALL THE ISSUES ARE 

14 CONSERVATIVE FACTORS. SO WE HAVE TALKED 

15 ABOUT SEGMENT 109 AT LENGTH HERE. WE'VE 

16 TALKED ABOUT THE FACT THAT THE SMYS THAT 

17 WE'RE USING FOR THAT LINE HAS ACTUALLY BEEN 

18 TESTED TO BE SIGNIFICANTLY HIGHER THAN OUR 

19 CONSERVATIVE ASSUMPTIONS. WE HAVE TALKED 

20 ABOUT USING A JOINT FACTOR OF .8, WHICH UNDER 

21 THE FEDERAL GUIDELINES WE WOULDN'T NORMALLY 

22 USE FOR CALCULATING HOOP STRESS. SO THAT'S 

23 ANOTHER CONSERVATIVE ASSUMPTION. 

24 WITNESS SINGH: A AND THE THIRD ONE 

25 I'D LIKE TO ADD ON TOP OF THAT IS THE POINT 

26 THAT MR. MALKIN MADE EARLIER TODAY IS THE 

27 STRENGTH OF THE WELD VERSUS THE STRENGTH OF 

28 THE BASE METAL AT THAT SPECIFIC LOCATION 

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 



2835 

1 WHERE THE LEAK OCCURRED, WHICH WE ANALYZED, 

2 WHICH IS PART OF SEGMENT 109, VALIDATED THAT 

3 JOINT EFFICIENCY FACTOR OF 1.0. WE STILL 

4 CONTINUE TO USE THE CONSERVATIVE ASSUMPTIONS. 

5 Q MR. SINGH, THANK YOU FOR THAT. I 

6 DON'T THINK THAT MR. MALKIN IS TESTIFYING. 

7 SO COULD YOU PLEASE EXPLAIN IN YOUR OWN WORDS 

8 WHAT YOU MEANT BY THAT STATEMENT. 

9 A SURE. SO IF YOU TAKE A LOOK AT 

10 THE - ONE OF THE ANAMET REPORTS, ONE OF THE 

11 MANY DOCUMENTS WE FILED AS PART OF THIS 

12 PROCEEDING, IT INCLUDES THE METALLURGICAL 

13 RESULTS FOR THE SECTION OF THE LINE THAT WAS 

14 REMOVED SO WE COULD CONDUCT THE ROOT CAUSE 

15 ANALYSIS OF THE LEAK. 

16 THE METALLURGICAL PROPERTIES SHOWED 

17 THAT THE MINIMUM YIELD STRENGTH FOR THE BASE 

18 METAL WAS LOWER THAN THE MINIMUM YIELD 

19 STRENGTH FOR THE ACTUAL WELD METAL, AND THE 

20 WELD METAL IS WHERE THE SEAM COMES TOGETHER 

21 FOR THE RESPECTIVE PIPE AS IT'S ROLLED. AND 

22 THAT'S A PROXY FOR OR AN INDICATION WHERE THE 

23 WELD METAL HAS A GREATER STRENGTH THAN THE 

24 BASE METAL THAT THE JOINT EFFICIENCY FACTOR 

25 DOES NOT HAVE TO BE DERATED. 



26 Q SO IF I UNDERSTAND YOUR ANSWER, 

27 THERE IS A DIFFERENCE IN THE YIELD STRENGTH 

28 BETWEEN THE BASE METAL AND THE ACTUAL WELD 
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1 ITSELF, THE LONGITUDINAL WELD? 

2 A THAT'S CORRECT. THAT'S WHAT'S 

3 STATED IN THE METALLURGICAL REPORT. 

4 O AND YOU'RE USING THE MOST 

5 CONSERVATIVE OF THOSE TWO FACTORS IN DOING 

6 YOUR VERIFICATION FOR LINE - FOR SEGMENT 

7 109? 

8 A WE ARE ACTUALLY NOT USING THE 

9 RESULT FROM THE METALLURGICAL ANALYSIS, WHICH 

10 IS HIGHER THAN WHAT'S USED HERE TO DO THE 

11 CALCULATION. THE REASON WE USE 33,000 IS THE 

12 FACT THAT IT'S BEEN OUR HISTORICAL 

13 PROCUREMENT PRACTICES AND WE HAVE CONTRACTS 

14 THAT STATE THAT THE A.O. SMITH PIPE THAT WE 

15 PROCURE AND HAVE PROCURED, MINIMUM VALUE IS 

16 33,000 PSI. MR. HARRISON, I BELIEVE, WAS 

17 UNDER OATH WHEN HE DID TALK ABOUT THAT ISSUE. 

18 Q OKAY. SO JUST SO I CAN MAKE SURE I 

19 UNDERSTAND THIS. YOU COULD COME TO THE 



20 COMMISSION WITH THE INFORMATION THAT YOU 

21 HAVE, THE TESTING THAT YOU'VE DONE, AND IN 

22 YOUR ENGINEERING OPINION YOU COULD ASK BASED 

23 UPON THE HYDROTEST, WHICH AGAIN IS THE GOLD 

24 STANDARD WE'VE ALL BEEN TALKING ABOUT, YOU 

25 COULD HAVE ASKED FOR AN MAOP OF 400 PSIG. IS 

26 THAT CORRECT? BUT YOU CHOSE TO EMPLOY MORE 

27 CONSERVATIVE ASSUMPTION, AND THAT'S WHY 

28 YOU'RE ASKING FOR LESS THAN 400? 
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1 WITNESS JOHNSON: A AS I STATED 

2 EARLIER, I BELIEVE WE HAVE THE RIGHT TO ASK 

3 FOR 400 IF WE CHOSE TO BASED ON EVERYTHING 

4 WE'VE TALKED ABOUT PREVIOUSLY AT THESE 

5 HEARINGS. AND WE CHOSE TO BE VERY 

6 CONSERVATIVE IN ALL OF OUR ASSUMPTIONS, AND 

7 THAT'S WHY WE'RE ONLY ASKING FOR 330. 

8 WITNESS SINGH: A AND I WOULD ALSO 

9 ACTUALLY LIKE TO REINFORCE THAT IN AN 

10 ASSESSMENT. IT'S NOT JUST PG&E'S POSITION. 

11 ONE OF THE LEADING EXPERTS THAT'S BEEN A 

12 WITNESS AND THE LETTER THAT WAS SUBMITTED BY 

13 MR. ROSENFELD ON BEHALF OF KIEFNER & 



14 ASSOCIATES ALSO SPEAKS TO THIS ISSUE THAT THE 

15 LINE HAS BEEN VALIDATED TO 400 PSIG. 

16 Q SOME OF THE REASONS FOR YOUR 

17 CONSERVATIVE ASSUMPTIONS ARE YOUR 

18 UNDERSTANDING AND PG&E'S RECORDS SHOWING THE 

19 TYPE OF PIPE THAT YOU PURCHASED - LET ME 

20 REPHRASE THAT. 

21 IS THE REASON THAT YOU HAVE 

22 EMPLOYED A CONSERVATIVE ASSUMPTION ON YOUR 

23 OTHERWISE HYDROTESTED MAOP THE FACT THAT YOU 

24 ARE AWARE OF OTHER PIPELINE FEATURE 

25 CHARACTERISTICS WHICH YOU BELIEVE WARRANT A 

26 MORE CONSERVATIVE APPROACH TO ESTABLISHING 

27 PRESSURE? 

28 FOR EXAMPLE, WE KNOW THAT ONE 
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1 PORTION OF LINE 147 IS A.O. SMITH PIPE. IN 

2 YESTERDAY'S TESTIMONY MR. ROSENFELD, EXCUSE 

3 ME, TESTIFIED THAT HE DIDN'T KNOW WHERE THAT 

4 PIPE CAME FROM, DIDN'T KNOW WHEN IT WAS 

5 RECONDITIONED, HOW IT WAS RECONDITIONED, 

6 WHERE IT WAS PURCHASED, WHO PURCHASED IT, BUT 

7 IT IS A.O. SMITH PIPE, PROBABLY MANUFACTURED 



8 BEFORE 1930. 

9 WOULD YOUR EMPLOYMENT OF 

10 CONSERVATIVE ASSUMPTIONS TAKE THAT INTO 

11 CONSIDERATION? 

12 WITNESS JOHNSON: A I THINK YOU'RE 

13 REFERENCING, AGAIN GETTING RIGHT BACK TO THIS 

14 PRUPF CONVERSATION AGAIN. IS THAT WHAT 

15 YOU'RE - IN TERMS OF HOW WE APPLY OUR 

16 CONSERVATIVE ASSUMPTIONS? IS THAT YOUR 

17 QUESTION? 

18 Q I'M SORRY. I'M JUST ASKING 

19 WHERE - WHAT'S THE SOURCE OF YOUR DESIRE TO 

20 EMPLOY MORE CONSERVATIVE ASSUMPTIONS IN 

21 COMING BEFORE THE COMMISSION ASKING FOR AN 

22 MAOP CERTIFICATION? WHAT IS THE SOURCE OF 

23 THAT REASON? WHY IN YOUR ENGINEERING 

24 JUDGMENT DO YOU FEEL IT'S IMPORTANT AS THE 

25 CHIEF OFFICER OF PG&E TO COME IN WITH A 

26 CERTIFICATION THAT IS BELOW WHAT THE MAOP 

27 WOULD OTHERWISE PERMIT? ] 

28 A WELL, JUST AS WE DID IN THE FIRST 
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1 REQUEST AT 365 POUNDS, WE CAME BELOW BECAUSE 



2 WE AGREED TO USE, AND WE BELIEVE WE SHOULD BE 

3 USING, CONSERVATIVE ASSUMPTIONS. WE TALKED 

4 ABOUT BEING CONSERVATIVE IN OUR DECISION 

5 MAKING, AND THAT IS THE WHOLE BASIS OF ALL 

6 THE DISCUSSION WE HAD EARLIER TODAY. 

7 WE SAID WE WOULD CALCULATE MAOPS AS 

8 AN INTERIM SAFETY MEASURE PRIOR TO 

9 HYDROSTATICALLY TESTING PIPELINES. THAT IS 

10 THE DRIVER FOR GOING THROUGH THAT 

11 CALCULATION. AND FROM OUR STANDPOINT, WE ARE 

12 TRYING TO BE VERY CONSERVATIVE. 

13 Q SO THE 330 PSI IS THE APPROPRIATE 

14 PRESSURE BASED UPON YOUR EXPERT ENGINEERING 

15 JUDGMENT. IS THAT CORRECT, MR. JOHNSON? 

16 A AT THIS POINT IT IS THE PRESSURE I 

17 AM REQUESTING BASED ON EVERYTHING I'VE SEEN, 

18 AND IT IS A CONSERVATIVE NUMBER. I BELIEVE 

19 WE STILL HAVE THE RIGHT TO ASK THE 400. I'M 

20 NOT ASKING FOR IT AT THIS POINT IN TIME. 

21 Q OKAY, LET ME TRY A HYPOTHETICAL. 

22 HYPOTHETICALLY, IF SEGMENT 109 OF LINE 147 

23 WERE SEAMLESS PIPE WITH A JOINT EFFICIENCY 

24 FACTOR OF 1.0, WOULD YOU STILL BE REQUESTING 

25 AN MAOP OF 330? 

26 A I WOULD HAVE TO GO BACK THROUGH AND 

27 LOOK AT ANY OTHER CONSTRAINTS THAT MIGHT BE 

28 ON THIS PIPELINE, DIFFERENT SEGMENTS. AND 
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1 WHAT WE CALCULATED THERE, AND WHETHER OR NOT 

2 WE ARE STICKING WITH OUR CONSERVATIVE 

3 ASSUMPTIONS. IT MIGHT CHANGE, IT MIGHT GO 

4 UP. 

5 YOU MENTIONED THE SEAM - IT WOULD 

6 BE A SEAM FACTOR OF ZERO, I MEAN 1, IF IT 

7 DIDN'T HAVE A SEAM, QUOTE, SEAMLESS PIPE. 

8 BUT I WOULD WANT TO LOOK THROUGH THAT ENTIRE 

9 DOCUMENT AGAIN, AND I WOULD WANT TO MAKE SURE 

10 I UNDERSTOOD ALL OF OUR CONSERVATIVE 

11 ASSUMPTIONS, AND I WOULD MAKE MY JUDGMENT 

12 THEN. 

13 Q SO IN YOUR ENGINEERING OPINION, 

14 SIR, AS YOU SIT HERE TODAY TESTIFYING, THE 

15 EXISTENCE OF INFORMATION REGARDING A 

16 PARTICULAR PIPE SEGMENT DOES ENTER INTO YOUR 

17 DECISION REGARDING WHETHER TO IMPLY 

18 CONSERVATIVE FACTORS IN YOUR OVERALL 

19 ENGINEERING JUDGMENT. IS THAT A CORRECT 

20 STATEMENT? 

21 A WELL, I'M NOT SURE I UNDERSTOOD. I 

22 LOOKED AT ALL THE ISSUES THAT I MENTIONED AT 

23 THE BEGINNING OF THIS IN PUTTING TOGETHER MY 



24 JUDGMENT IN WHAT WE ARE ASKING FOR. AND 

25 COMING INTO THIS ONE, WE DECIDED TO BE, I 

26 DECIDED TO BE VERY CONSERVATIVE. 

27 AND SO I'VE LOOKED AT ALL THE 

28 ISSUES, AND ONE PIECE OF THAT IS LOOKING 
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1 THROUGH THE PIPELINE FEATURES LIST. BUT IT 

2 IS ALSO LOOKING THROUGH A LOT OF THE OTHER 

3 DOCUMENTS THAT I MENTIONED EARLIER INCLUDING 

4 THE MAOP DOCUMENTS, INCLUDING THE LEAK 

5 SURVEYS, INCLUDING THE PATROLS, INCLUDING 

6 HAVING CONVERSATIONS WITH MR. KIEFNER, 

7 LOOKING AT THE SHRINK TEST PRESSURE REPORTS. 

8 AS I STATED EARLIER, WE ARE ASKING 

9 FOR 330. I'M VERY, VERY, VERY COMFORTABLE 

10 WITH THAT NUMBER. THIS PIPELINE HAS ALREADY 

11 PROVEN ITSELF WELL OVER 600 POUNDS. IT CAN 

12 OPERATE, IN MY OPINION, LEGALLY AT 400 

13 POUNDS. I'M ASKING FOR 330. 

14 Q EARLIER TODAY MR. MALKIN, AGAIN HE 

15 WAS NOT TESTIFYING, HE WAS OFFERING ARGUMENT. 

16 IT WAS EITHER ON THE RECORD OR OFF THE 

17 RECORD. I DON'T RECALL. HE MADE A STATEMENT 



18 TO THE EFFECT THAT PG&E EMPLOYS CONSERVATIVE 

19 ASSUMPTIONS IN, AGAIN, I THINK THIS GOES TO 

20 THE PIPELINE, THE UNKNOWN PIPELINE FEATURES 

21 AT ISSUE THAT WE TALKED ABOUT YESTERDAY. I 

22 HAVE A VERY SPECIFIC QUESTION. 

23 MR. MALKIN REFERRED TO PURCHASING 

24 RECORDS OF PG&E AND SAID SOMETHING TO THE 

25 EFFECT THAT PG&E HAS LOOKED THROUGH ITS 

26 PURCHASING RECORDS AND NEVER ACQUIRED AO 

27 SMITH WHICH HAD A SMYS OF 33,000. I THINK 

28 THAT WAS SOMETHING HE SAID. I'M NOT 
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1 QUESTIONING SO MUCH MR. MALKIN, THE ACCURACY 

2 OF WHAT HE IS SAYING, I'M ASKING YOU THIS 

3 QUESTION, SIR. 

4 AS THE CHIEF ENGINEER OF PG&E WHO 

5 IS RESPONSIBLE FOR THIS CERTIFICATION, DO YOU 

6 SPECIFICALLY LOOK AT THINGS SUCH AS WHEN YOU 

7 HAVE UNKNOWN PIPELINE FEATURES, PURCHASING 

8 RECORDS OF THE COMPANY, WHAT TYPE OF PIPE YOU 

9 PURCHASED OVER WHAT PERIOD OF TIME WHEN THIS 

10 PARTICULAR PIECE OF PIPE WAS INSTALLED? AND 

11 CAN YOU MAKE GENERAL ASSUMPTIONS ABOUT THE 



12 QUALITY OF THAT PIPE BASED UPON THAT 

13 INFORMATION? 

14 A WHAT I HAVE LOOKED AT, I HAVE SEEN 

15 SOME OF THE PURCHASE DOCUMENTS WHEN WE 

16 STARTED THE MAOP PROCESS AND WE STARTED THE 

17 PRUPF DISCUSSION ON HOW TO PUT THAT TOGETHER. 

18 I SAW SOME OF THOSE DOCUMENTATIONS. I DIDN'T 

19 LOOK AT ALL OF THEM. 

20 I DO HAVE A LOT OF CONVERSATIONS 

21 WITH MR. SINGH, MR. HARRISON, AND MANY OTHER 

22 PEOPLE DOING THAT WORK. AND SO WE HAVE HAD 

23 DIALOGUE ABOUT THAT, BUT I HAVEN'T PERSONALLY 

24 REVIEWED EACH ONE OF THOSE DOCUMENTS. 

25 Q BUT YOU WOULD EXPECT THE PEOPLE WHO 

26 REPORT TO YOU SO THAT YOU COULD MAKE A 

27 DECISION TO HAVE REVIEWED THAT INFORMATION? 

28 A WELL, IN TERMS OF WHAT IS IN THE 

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 

2843 

1 PRUPF DOCUMENT? 

2 Q YES? 

3 A I MEAN I THINK THAT MR. SINGH HAS 

4 CLEARLY ARTICULATED WHAT HAS GONE INTO THOSE 

5 DOCUMENTS IN THE PAST. 



6 IN TERMS OF WANTING TO KNOW THE 

7 STRENGTH, AND IF WE ARE TALKING HYPOTHETICAL 

8 AGAIN ABOUT AO SMITH PIPE, IF WE ARE STILL ON 

9 THAT LINE, WE HAD CONSERVATIONS WITH 

10 MR. HARRISON. AND MR. HARRISON HAS STATED WE 

11 HAVE TESTED THIS PIPE UNDER NUMEROUS 

12 CIRCUMSTANCES. AND EACH AND EVERY TIME I 

13 BELIEVE HE STATED THAT THE STRENGTH WAS WELL 

14 ABOVE 33,000 PSI. 

15 THIS PARTICULAR TEST, ADDING AGAIN 

16 TO THE CONFIDENCE LEVEL, IS WE TESTED THIS 

17 PIPE AND I BELIEVE IT CAME OUT AT 39,000, I 

18 BELIEVE IT WAS 300, SUBJECT TO CHECK. SO 

19 THAT IS THE KIND OF - THAT IS THE KIND OF 

20 DISCUSSIONS I HAVE HAD IN PREPARING FOR 

21 SIGNING THE DOCUMENT AND REVIEWING ALL OF 

22 THE - ALL THE INFORMATION THAT WENT INTO 

23 THIS FILING. 

24 Q MR. SINGH, YOU LOOKED LIKE YOU 

25 WANTED TO ADD SOMETHING TO THAT ANSWER? 

26 WITNESS SINGH: A THE ONLY THING I 

27 WANTED TO ADD IS IF THERE IS A GENERAL 

28 QUESTION ABOUT THE QUALITY OF THE AO SMITH 
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1 PIPE, HOW IT WAS MANUFACTURED, HOW IT WAS 

2 DEVELOPED OVER TIME, HOW IT WAS TESTED OVER 

3 THE MILLS, I THINK MR. ROSENFELD SPOKE TO 

4 THAT ON MONDAY, MR. ROSENFELD IS STILL HERE. 

5 IF THERE IS ANY QUESTIONS IN REGARDS TO THE 

6 ACTUAL STRENGTH OF THE PIPE, WHAT TYPE OF 

7 TESTING THEY DID, I BELIEVE HE TESTIFIED, AND 

8 GO BACK AND LOOK AT THE TRANSCRIPTS. WE CAN 

9 ALSO LOOK AT THE OCTOBER 18TH LETTER THAT 

10 MR. KIEFNER, OR KIEFNER & ASSOCIATES, AND MR. 

11 ROSENFELD SUBMITTED. IN THAT IT STATES THAT 

12 AO SMITH PIPE WAS ONE OF THE HIGHER QUALITY 

13 MANUFACTURERS OF LINE PIPE DURING THEIR ERA. 

14 Q MR. SINGH, EARLIER TODAY MR. MALKIN 

15 OBJECTED TO A CHARACTERIZATION OF YOUR 

16 TESTIMONY THAT I MADE IN AN OFF-THE-RECORD 

17 COMMENT, I BELIEVE. I CANT FIND THE PORTION 

18 OF THE TRANSCRIPT WHERE YOU ACTUALLY SAID 

19 THESE WORDS, BECAUSE WE JUST GOT THE 

20 TRANSCRIPTS THIS MORNING. BUT I BELIEVE YOU 

21 SAID SOMETHING TO THE EFFECT THAT, WITH 

22 RESPECT TO AO SMITH PIPE, THAT THAT PIPE MAY 

23 HAVE BEEN PIPE THAT WAS ACQUIRED FROM OTHER 

24 UTILITIES. DO YOU RECALL MAKING THAT 

25 STATEMENT? 

26 A IT WOULD BE GREAT IF YOU CAN POINT 

27 ME TO A SPECIFIC SECTION IN MY TRANSCRIPT. 



28 Q I CANT. TO YOUR KNOWLEDGE HAS 
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1 PG&E ACQUIRED AO SMITH PIPE FROM OTHER 

2 UTILITIES? 

3 A I THINK MR. HARRISON WOULD BE MORE 

4 APPROPRIATE TO ANSWER THAT QUESTION. BECAUSE 

5 I HAVEN'T LOOKED AT EVERY SINGLE PURCHASING 

6 RECORD ASSOCIATED WITH 6,750 MILES 

7 TRANSLATING TO MORE THAN 4 MILLION INDIVIDUAL 

8 DOCUMENTS. I PERSONALLY HAVE NOT REVIEWED 

9 EVERY SINGLE DOCUMENT TO BE ABLE TO MAKE THAT 

10 STATEMENT. 

11 THE FACT THAT WE HAD A SUCCESSFUL 

12 STRENGTH TEST, A SPIKE TEST, DOES NOT CONCERN 

13 ME. WE MONITORED TO ENSURE LINE DOESN'T 

14 YIELD, WHICH WE ALSO TALKED ABOUT AT LENGTH. 

15 SO IT DOES NOT CONCERN ME THAT THAT IS WEAKER 

16 PIPE. AND IF IT WAS WEAKER PIPE, WE WOULD 

17 HAVE IDENTIFIED THAT AS PART OF STRENGTH 

18 TEST. THAT IS WHY WE STRENGTH TEST. 

19 Q SO I KNOW WE'VE TALKED ABOUT THIS 

20 QUITE A BIT. BUT BASICALLY WHAT YOU ARE 

21 SAYING, IF I INTERRUPT IT CORRECTLY, WHILE IT 



22 IS GOOD TO FIND THE ORIGINAL RECORDS FOR THE 

23 PURCHASE OF PARTICULAR SEGMENTS OF PIPE TO 

24 VALIDATE THE INFORMATION THAT YOU HAVE IN 

25 YOUR DATABASE WITH THAT INFORMATION, 

26 ULTIMATELY IT IS THE STRENGTH TEST OR THE 

27 HYDROTEST THAT IS THE STANDARD BY WHICH PG&E 

28 USES TO FILE ITS VERIFICATION BY YOU GUYS 
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1 UNDER PENALTY OF PERJURY THAT THE PIPELINE IN 

2 QUESTION IS - CAN BE OPERATED AT THE MAOP? 

3 I MEAN IT IS ULTIMATELY THE STRENGTH TEST, 

4 THE HYDROTEST YOU ARE RELYING ON? 

5 WITNESS JOHNSON: A SO THAT WE ARE 

6 VERY CLEAR ON THIS, LINE 147 FOR THE SEGMENTS 

7 THAT WERE BUILT BEFORE 1970, THAT IS THE 

8 INFORMATION WE ARE USING. 

9 Q OKAY. SO ISN'T IT TRUE FROM AN 

10 ENGINEERING POINT OF VIEW THAT ALL PIPELINE 

11 FEATURES ARE NOT VALIDATED BY A HYDROTEST? 

12 A I'M SORRY, YOUR QUESTION AGAIN? 

13 Q ISN'T IT TRUE FROM AN ENGINEERING 

14 PERSPECTIVE THAT NOT ALL FEATURES OF A 

15 PIPELINE ARE ACTUALLY VALIDATED BY A 



16 HYDROTEST? 

17 A THERE ARE MULTIPLE TYPES OF TESTS 

18 THAT CAN TAKE PLACE ON A PIPELINE. SO 

19 HYDROTEST IS NOT THE ONLY ONE. 

20 Q WOULD YOU - WOULD A HYDROTEST TELL 

21 YOU THE LOAD CAPABILITIES OF A MITER IN A 

22 PIPELINE? 

23 A WOULD IT TELL YOU THE, I'M SORRY, 

24 WHAT CAPABILITIES? 

25 Q WOULD A HYDROSTATIC TEST PROVIDE 

26 SUFFICIENT INFORMATION FOR YOU TO VALIDATE 

27 THE INTEGRITY OF A MITER BEND ON A PIECE OF 

28 PIPELINE? IN OTHER WORDS, IS HYDROTESTING 
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1 THE WAY TO TEST THE INTEGRITY OF A MITER 

2 BEND? 

3 A WELL, A HYDROTEST IS A WAY TO TEST 

4 THE INTEGRITY OF A PIPELINE TO BE CAPABLE OF 

5 HOLDING A PRESSURE THAT IT IS OPERATING 

6 UNDER. SO, AGAIN, 400 POUNDS HYPOTHETICALLY, 

7 YOU TEST THE 600, YOU KNOW THAT PIPELINE 

8 SYSTEM FROM POINT A TO POINT B IS CAPABLE OF 

9 HANDLING THAT PRESSURE. THAT IS WHAT A 



10 PRESSURE TEST OR A HYDROTEST IN THIS CASE 

11 DOES. 

12 Q I UNDERSTAND THAT. THANK YOU FOR 

13 THAT. 

14 BUT ARE THERE STRUCTURAL ELEMENTS 

15 IN A PIPELINE SUCH AS A MITER BEND OR SUCH AS 

16 A BELL THAT-A BELL JOINT, WHERE A 

17 HYDROTEST IS NOT THE BEST MEANS OF ASSURING 

18 THE INTEGRITY OF THAT PARTICULAR FEATURE, 

19 THAT YOU DO OTHER TESTING? 

20 A WHEN YOU REFER TO "INTEGRITY "WHAT 

21 ARE YOU REPRESENTING? 

22 Q INTEGRITY OF THE LINE TO WITHSTAND 

23 THE PRESSURE THAT YOU ARE OPERATING IN? 

24 A IF YOU ARE LOOKING TO UNDERSTAND IF 

25 THE PIPELINE CAN HOLD PRESSURE, YOU DO A 

26 PRESSURE TEST. 

27 Q DID YOU HAPPEN TO DO ANY SPECIAL 

28 TESTS ON MITER BENDS ON LINE 147? 
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1 A "ANY SPECIAL TEST"? 

2 WITNESS SINGH: A SO IN THE RESPONSE 

3 THAT MR. ROSENFELD ALSO PROVIDED I BELIEVE ON 



4 MONDAY, HE DID MENTION THAT WE DID DO A 

5 STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS ON THE OPEN SPAN WHICH 

6 INCLUDED THE MITER BEND. I'M NOT SURE IF 

7 THAT IS YOUR QUESTION. 

8 Q IT IS MY QUESTION. WHY DID YOU DO 

9 THAT? 

10 WITNESS JOHNSON: A WHY DID WE DO A 

11 STRUCTURAL? 

12 Q YEAH. 

13 A WELL, IT IS JUST PART OF THE 

14 OVERALL ASSESSMENT. YOU HAVE A SPAN, RIGHT? 

15 IT IS ABOVEGROUND. AND SO ONE OF THE THINGS 

16 YOU DO ON SPANS, YOU LOOK AT THE STRUCTURAL 

17 INTEGRITY OF THAT SPAN. YOU ARE ABOVEGROUND. 

18 SO YOU Wl LL TAKE A LOOK AT THAT. 

19 Q AND MR. ROSENFELD, I THINK AS 

20 MR. SINGH POINTED OUT, ALSO INCLUDED IT IN 

21 HIS EXPLANATION THAT THAT INCLUDED THE MITER 

22 BEND AS WELL? 

23 A YEAH, I WOULD HAVE TO REFERENCE 

24 BACK TO IT. BUT IF THAT IS WHAT IS IN 

25 MR. KIEFNER'S, OR MR. ROSENFELD'S STATEMENTS, 

26 THEN THAT IS IN HIS STATEMENT. 

27 Q GENTLEMEN, I'M NOT TRYING TO TRAP 

28 YOU IN DEBATING THE POINT HERE. BUT I'M JUST 
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1 TRYING TO UNDERSTAND THAT HYDROTESTING MAY BE 

2 THE GOLD STANDARD FOR THE CIRCUMFERENTIAL 

3 PRESSURE WITHIN A VESSEL. BUT IT IS NOT THE 

4 ONLY TEST THAT YOU DO TO ENSURE THE INTEGRITY 

5 OF THE PIPELINE. IS THAT A CORRECT 

6 STATEMENT? 

7 A THERE ARE OTHER THINGS THAT YOU DO 

8 TO CONTINUE TO ENSURE THE ONGOING 

9 CAPABILITIES OF THE PIPELINE, LEAK SURVEY, 

10 CONTROLS AND INSPECTIONS, MONITORING FOR 

11 DIG-INS, CATHODIC PROTECTION, ALL THOSE TYPE 

12 OF THINGS ARE THE THINGS YOU DO ON AN ONGOING 

13 BASIS. 

14 Q OKAY. IN YOUR VERIFIED STATEMENT 

15 BEFORE THIS COMMISSION YOU ARE SAYING THAT 

16 YOU'VE DONE ALL THOSE THINGS NECESSARY TO 

17 SUPPORT YOUR CONCLUSIONS? 

18 A I AM COMFORTABLE THAT WE'VE DONE 

19 EVERYTHING NECESSARY TO OPERATE THIS PIPELINE 

20 AT 330 POUNDS. I BELIEVE THAT IS THE ESSENCE 

21 OF MY VERIFIED STATEMENT. 

22 Q OKAY. WELL, THANK YOU FOR THAT. 

23 MR. JOHNSON, YOU ARE FAMILIAR WITH 

24 THE DECISION 11-09-006 THAT WE'VE BEEN 

25 REFERRING HERE TODAY? 



26 A I AM NOT FAMILIAR WITH DECISIONS BY 

27 DECISION NUMBERS. THOSE AREN'T THINGS I PUT 

28 TO MEMORY. 
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1 Q WELL, IT IS THE DECISION ADOPTING 

2 PROCEDURES FOR LIFTING OPERATING PRESSURE 

3 RESTRICTIONS. ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH THAT 

4 DOCUMENT? 

5 A I HAVE SEEN IT. I DON'T HAVE IT IN 

6 FRONT OF ME. I'M NOT INTIMATELY FAMILIAR 

7 WITH IT, NO. I'VE READ IT, BUT I DON'T HAVE 

8 IT TO MEMORY. 

9 Q OKAY. I DON'T WANT TO OFFEND YOU, 

10 BUT YOU ARE THE GUY CERTIFYING UNDER THIS 

11 ORDER. I WOULD THINK THAT YOU WOULD KNOW IT. 

12 BUT THAT IS OKAY. 

13 MR. MALKIN: YOUR HONOR. 

14 ALJ BUSHEY: MR. MEYERS, CAN WE FOCUS 

15 ON ANSWERING QUESTIONS AND LEAVE THE 

16 EDITORIAL COMMENTS BEHIND. 

17 MR. MEYERS: Q MR. JOHNSON, ARE YOU 

18 AWARE THAT THE CITY OF SAN BRUNO PROPOSED IN 

19 THIS PROCEEDING, AND IT IS REFERENCED IN THE 



20 DECISION ON PAGE 5, THE CITY OF SAN BRUNO 

21 PROPOSED TO THE PUC THAT THEY ADOPT A REMEDY 

22 OR A REQUIREMENT THAT THE OPERATING PRESSURE 

23 BE VALIDATED BY INDEPENDENT EXPERTS AND THEN 

24 REVIEWED IN A PUBLIC PROCESS BY THE 

25 COMMISSION? 

26 A I RECALL READING THAT IN SOME OF 

27 THE TESTIMONY. I DON'T REMEMBER THE EXACT 

28 WORDS. 
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1 Q I THINK WE'VE REFERRED TO THE TERM 

2 AS "INDEPENDENT MONITOR." HAVE YOU HEARD 

3 THAT TERM USED? 

4 A I HAVE HEARD THE TERM USED, YES. I 

5 HAVE NOT HAD ANY CONVERSATIONS ABOUT AN 

6 INDEPENDENT MONITOR. 

7 Q DO YOU KNOW WHETHER PG&E SUPPORTS 

8 THE CONCEPT OF AN INDEPENDENT MONITOR TO 

9 VALIDATE MAOP? 

10 A I DON'T BELIEVE WE HAVE ANY REASON 

11 TO NEED AN INDEPENDENT MONITOR TO VALIDATE 

12 THE MAOP. WE HAVE THE COMMISSION, WE HAVE 

13 PHMSA, WE HAVE SED AS PART OF THE COMMISSION. 



14 WE HAVE NUMEROUS PARTIES LOOKING OVER TO TRY 

15 TO VALIDATE ANYTHING THAT PG&E DOES. 

16 Q SO AS THE CHIEF ENGINEER FOR GAS 

17 FOR PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC, IF MR. JOHNS 

18 COMES TO YOU AND ASKS YOU YOUR OPINION 

19 WHETHER YOU RECOMMEND THAT PG&E SIGN ON TO A 

20 PROPOSAL TO HAVE AN INDEPENDENT MONITOR, WHAT 

21 WOULD YOUR RECOMMENDATION TO HIM BE? 

22 A WITHOUT UNDERSTANDING WHAT THE 

23 INDEPENDENT MONITOR WAS REALLY GOING TO DO, 

24 IF YOU ARE - HYPOTHETICALLY, I'M GOING TO 

25 HYPOTHETICALLY ANSWER THAT QUESTION -

26 Q PLEASE. 

27 A - I WOULD SAY I DON'T THINK IT IS 

28 NECESSARY. 
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1 Q THANK YOU. 

2 A I THINK WE HAVE PLENTY OF AGENCIES 

3 THAT HAVE ALREADY HAD THE CAPABILITIES OF 

4 LOOKING AT ANYTHING WE WANT TO DO. WE HAVE 

5 THE CPUC, WE HAVE THE SED PORTION OF THE 

6 CPUC, AND WE HAVE PHMSA. 

7 Q MR. JOHNSON, WE MADE A DATA REQUEST 



8 OF PG&E THAT UNFORTUNATELY HAS NOT BEEN 

9 RESPONDED TO AS WE SIT HERE TODAY. SO I'M 

10 GOING TO ASK YOU A QUESTION RELEVANT TO THAT 

11 THAT BEARS ON THIS ISSUE OF CERTIFICATION. 

12 MR. SINGH, YOU CAN PLEASE ANSWER THIS AS 

13 WELL, IF YOU COULD. 

14 ARE YOU AWARE OF ANY CIRCUMSTANCES 

15 WITH RESPECT TO YOUR MAOP VALIDATION WHERE 

16 THE FIELD INFORMATION IS DIFFERENT THAN THE 

17 RECORDS MAINTAINED BY PG&E CONCERNING THAT 

18 PARTICULAR PIECE OF PIPE, OR WHATEVER IT 

19 MIGHT BE? IN OTHER WORDS, ARE YOU AWARE OF 

20 ANY CIRCUMSTANCES WHERE PG&E HAS DISCOVERED, 

21 IN THE COURSE OF DOING ITS MAOP VALIDATION, A 

22 DISCREPANCY, SUCH AS WE HAVE HERE ON LINE 

23 147, BETWEEN THE DATA IN YOUR SYSTEM AND WHAT 

24 YOU FOUND OUT IN THE FIELD? ARE THERE ANY 

25 OTHER CIRCUMSTANCES LIKE LINE 147 THAT YOU 

26 ARE AWARE OF? 

27 A WELL, I THINK IN RESPECT TO LINE 

28 147 WE FOUND THAT AS PART OF, AS WE TERMED 
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1 IT, A ROUTINE LEAK SURVEY, SOMEBODY STANDING 



2 BY. I'M NOT FAMILIAR WITH ANY OTHER TIME 

3 THAT WE HAVE FOUND INFORMATION IN THAT 

4 MANNER. I'LL LET MR. SINGH ADD TO IT. BUT 

5 WE DO DATA VALIDATION DIGS TO EXACTLY VERIFY 

6 WHAT IS IN THE GROUND. 

7 SO THE ANSWER WOULD HAVE TO BE YES, 

8 WE HAVE FOUND THINGS THAT MAY DIFFER FROM THE 

9 RECORDS, AND THIS WHOLE PURPOSE OF THOSE DIGS 

10 IS TO VALIDATE THAT. THAT IS THE PURPOSE OF 

11 A VALIDATION DIG. 

12 WITNESS SINGH: A JUST TO ADD ON TO 

13 THAT, THAT IS PART OF THE MAOP PROJECT. THAT 

14 WAS ONE OF THE THINGS THAT WE WERE DOING. WE 

15 WERE - PERFORMED EXCAVATIONS TO IDENTIFY 

16 SPECIFICATIONS. AND THAT IS PART OF THE 

17 PROCESS AND THE PROCEDURE THAT WE LAID OUT 

18 PREVIOUSLY AS WELL. AS WE DO EXCAVATIONS TO 

19 PERFORM WORK ON OUR SYSTEM, SAFETY-RELATED 

20 WORK AS PART OF THE PIPELINE SAFETY 

21 ENHANCEMENT PLAN, OR ANY OTHER WORK, WE 

22 VALIDATE THE INFORMATION THAT IS IN THE FIELD 

23 WITH OUR RECORDS. IT IS A PROCESS, 

24 CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT PROCESS. 

25 AGAIN, IT GOES BACK TO THE SAME 

26 ASPECT THAT WE STATED IN TERMS OUR 

27 METHODOLOGY BACK IN MARCH 21 ST OF 2011. 

28 NOTHING HAS CHANGED SINCE THEN. 
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1 Q ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH LINE 21OC, AS 

2 IN CHARLIE, IN VALLEJO? 

3 MR. MALKIN: OBJECTION, IRRELEVANT. 

4 MR. MEYERS: YOUR HONOR, MY QUESTION IS 

5 GOING TO GO TO THE VERACITY OF THE WITNESSES. 

6 I'M GOING TO ASK A QUESTION ABOUT THIS 

7 PARTICULAR LINE BECAUSE WHAT WAS COVERED WITH 

8 RESPECT TO THAT. 

9 ALJ BUSHEY: MR. MEYERS, YOU ARE GOING 

10 TO IMPEACH THE VERACITY OF THESE WITNESSES? 

11 MR. MEYERS: I'M GOING TO TRY. 

12 ALJ BUSHEY: ALL RIGHT. 

13 MR. MEYERS: Q ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH 

14 LINE 210C, AS IN CHARLIE, IN VALLEJO? 

15 WITNESS JOHNSON: A I AM, IN GENERAL, 

16 FAMILIAR WITH THE LOCATION OF THAT LINE. 

17 Q AND IS IT CORRECT THAT THE - THAT 

18 PG&E INSPECTED THAT LINE AND DETERMINED THAT 

19 THE LINE INTERIOR WALLS WERE LESS THAN 

20 EXPECTED AND HAS NOW REPLACED THAT LINE? 

21 A I BELIEVE WHAT YOU ARE REFERENCING 

22 IS WE RAN A TOOL, IF I UNDERSTAND YOUR 

23 QUESTION CORRECTLY, WE RAN AN ILI TOOL 



24 THROUGH THE LINE LOOKING FOR WALL THICKNESS, 

25 LOOKING FOR INFORMATION ON THE PIPELINE, 

26 INCLUDING EXTERNAL AND INTERNAL CORROSION, 

27 AND A MULTITUDE OF OTHER THINGS, INCLUDING 

28 DENTS. 
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1 AND DURING THAT ILI PIG RUN, THERE 

2 WAS SOME PIPE FOUND TO BE DIFFERENT THAN WHAT 

3 WAS IN THE RECORDS. AND THAT PIPELINE 

4 SEGMENT, I DON'T RECALL EXACTLY HOW LONG IT 

5 WAS, WAS REPLACED IN RELATIVELY SHORT ORDER, 

6 AS I RECALL. I DON'T HAVE ALL THE DETAILS TO 

7 MEMORY, BUT IT WAS A PROJECT OUR TEAM TOOK 

8 ON. 

9 Q MR. SINGH, ANYTHING FURTHER ON 

10 THAT? 

11 WITNESS SINGH: A I HAVE NOTHING ELSE 

12 TO ADD TO THAT. THE TOOL, ON JUST A 

13 CLARIFICATION POINT, THE TOOL THAT WAS RUN AS 

14 PART OF THAT WAS AN IN-LINE INSPECTION TOOL. 

15 THAT IS CLEARLY A METHOD, THAT IS SOMETHING 

16 THAT IS PART OF THE INTEGRITY MANAGEMENT 

17 PROGRAM THAT WE HAVE WITHIN PG&E. AND THAT 



18 IS SOMETHING THAT WE ARE GOING TO CONTINUE TO 

19 DO ON OUR LINES THAT ARE PIGGABLE, AND WE 

20 CONTINUE TO MAKE MORE OF OUR LINES PIGGABLE 

21 TO EXACTLY IDENTIFY THOSE TYPES OF ISSUES. 

22 Q IS LINE 147 PIGGABLE? 

23 WITNESS JOHNSON: A AT THIS TIME I 

24 DON'T - WELL, ONE THING, NO, LINE 147 CANNOT 

25 BE PIGGED TODAY AT 125 POUNDS WITH NO VALVES 

26 OPEN. I DON'T KNOW OF A TOOL RIGHT NOW THAT 

27 COULD BE RUN THROUGH THAT SYSTEM, AND 

28 CERTAINLY NOT AT THE LOWER PRESSURES THAT WE 
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1 ARE TALKING ABOUT THAT IT IS CURRENTLY 

2 OPERATING AT. 

3 Q AS THE HEAD OF PACIFIC GAS AND 

4 ELECTRICS GAS PROJECTS, SIR, WOULD YOU 

5 RECOMMEND TO MANAGEMENT THAT THEY RECONSTRUCT 

6 LINE 147 SO IT IS PIGGABLE? 

7 A WE PLAN TO GET ALL - IN TIME, WE 

8 WILL GET ALL OF OUR LINES, CERTAINLY OVER 

9 GREATER THAN 6 INCH, PIGGABLE. IT IS SIMPLY 

10 A MATTER OF LOOKING AT WHICH ONES WE MAKE 

11 PIGGABLE FIRST. I THINK LINE 147 WOULD 



12 ULTIMATELY BE ONE OF THOSE LINES. IF THERE 

13 IS SEGMENTS OR THINGS THAT NEED TO BE DONE TO 

14 THE PIPELINE TO MAKE IT PIGGABLE, WE WILL GO 

15 ABOUT DOING THAT WORK. 

16 MR. MEYERS: ONE MINUTE, YOUR HONOR. 

17 ALJ BUSHEY: WE WILL BE OFF THE RECORD. 

18 (OFF THE RECORD.) 

19 ALJ BUSHEY: BACK ON THE RECORD. 

20 MR. MEYERS. 

21 MR. MEYERS: ONE FINAL SET OF 

22 QUESTIONS, IF I MIGHT. 

23 Q MR. JOHNSON, YOU ARE AWARE OF THE 

24 NTSB'S URGENT RECOMMENDATION P-10-3 ISSUED TO 

25 PG&E AS A RESULT OF THE SAN BRUNO DISASTER? 

26 WITNESS JOHNSON: A THEY HAD NUMEROUS 

27 RECOMMENDATIONS TO PG&E. I DON'T HAVE THEM 

28 MEMORIZED BY NUMBER AT THIS POINT. THAT WAS 
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1 QUITE SOME TIME AGO. 

2 Q WOULD IT REFRESH YOUR RECOLLECTION 

3 IF I TOLD YOU THAT THIS RECOMMENDATION HAD TO 

4 DO WITH MAOP VALIDATION AND TRACEABLE, 

5 ACCURATE, AND VERIFIABLE RECORDS? 



6 A I THINK THERE WERE SEVERAL TIED TO 

7 THAT CONCEPT. 

8 Q AND DO YOU KNOW WHETHER THAT 

9 RECOMMENDATION HAS NOW BEEN CLEARED BY THE 

10 NTSB? 

11 A WHICH ONE ARE YOU SPECIFICALLY 

12 REFERRING TO? 

13 Q P-10-3 MAOP VALIDATION. 

14 WITNESS SINGH: A I CAN TRY. I AM 

15 FAMILIAR WITH THAT RECOMMENDATION AS WELL AS 

16 P-10-2 AND 10-4. AND MY UNDERSTANDING IS, 

17 SUBJECT TO CHECK, THAT P-10-2 AND 3 HAVE BEEN 

18 CLOSED BY THE NTSB. 

19 Q MR. SINGH, THANK YOU FOR THAT. 

20 DO YOU RECALL THAT CHRIS JOHNS, 

21 PRESIDENT OF PG&E, SENT A LETTER TO THE NTSB 

22 ON JANUARY 31 ST, 2013, REQUESTING THAT 

23 CLEARANCE? ARE YOU AWARE OF THAT FACT? 

24 A THERE IS MANY LETTERS THAT HAVE 

25 BEEN EXCHANGED WITH OUR EXECUTIVES AT PG&E 

26 WITH THE NTSB. SO THAT MAY BE ONE OF THE 

27 LETTERS. I'M PRESUMING YOU ARE LOOKING AT 

28 IT. I DON'T HAVE IT IN FRONT OF ME. I WILL 
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1 HAVE TO TAKE YOUR WORD FOR IT. 

2 Q I GUESS MY QUESTION, GENTLEMEN, IS 

3 WHETHER OR NOT IN RETROSPECT NOW YOU BELIEVE 

4 THAT YOUR REQUEST TO CLEAR THAT 

5 RECOMMENDATION TO NTSB WAS MADE IN GOOD FAITH 

6 BASED UPON THE KNOWLEDGE THAT YOU HAD IN 

7 OCTOBER, THE INFORMATION CONCERNING LINE 147 

8 WAS NOT ACCURATE? 

9 WITNESS JOHNSON: A I BELIEVE IF WE 

10 MADE THAT RECOMMENDATION, WE MADE IT IN GOOD 

11 FAITH. 

12 Q THAT RECOMMENDATION WAS MADE IN 

13 JANUARY OF 2013, AND YET YOU HAD INFORMATION 

14 CONCERNING THE DISCREPANCY IN LINE 147 IN 

15 OCTOBER/NOVEMBER OF 2012? 

16 A AS MR. SINGH HAS STATED AND WE 

17 STATED HERE MANY TIMES, THIS IS AN ONGOING 

18 PROCESS TO GET RECORDS BETTER AND BETTER. AT 

19 NO POINT DOES THAT NECESSARILY INVALIDATE ALL 

20 THE WORK THAT HAS GONE ON TO IMPROVE RECORDS. 

21 AS WE'VE SAID, WE BELIEVE OUR RECORDS ARE IN 

22 VERY GOOD SHAPE, BUT IT IS A CONTINUOUS 

23 PROCESS TO GET BETTER AND BETTER. AS WE DIG 

24 UP PIPELINES, WE WILL KNOW MORE AND MORE. 

25 Q MR. SINGH, I ASK YOU THE QUESTION 

26 WHETHER OR NOT YOU ARE AWARE OF ANY EFFORTS 

27 THAT PG&E HAS MADE EITHER ORALLY OR BY 



28 CORRESPONDENCE WITH THE NTSB TO CORRECT THE 
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1 RECORD WITH RESPECT TO YOUR MAOP VALIDATION? 

2 MR. MALKIN: I'M GOING TO OBJECT TO THE 

3 QUESTION, YOUR HONOR, ON TWO GROUNDS. FIRST, 

4 IT ASSUMES FACTS NOT NO EVIDENCE. NAMELY, 

5 THE RECORD, QUOTE, NEEDED TO BE CORRECTED. 

6 SECONDLY, WE ARE VEERING FURTHER AND 

7 FURTHER FROM LINE 147 WHICH I THOUGHT MR. 

8 MEYERS COMMITTED EARLIER HE WAS GOING TO 

9 LIMIT HIS QUESTIONS. 

10 ALJ BUSHEY: MR. MEYERS, THE NTSB 

11 DECLARATION IS NOT ON THE LIST IN ORDERING 

12 PARAGRAPH 4. 

13 MR. MEYERS: I WAS WONDERING HOW LONG 

14 YOU WOULD LET ME GO. 

15 ALJ BUSHEY: THANK YOU, MR. MALKIN, FOR 

16 SAVING ME. 

17 WHO IS NEXT? MR. GRUEN. 

18 MR. GRUEN: NO, WE DON'T MIND IF ORA 

19 GOES BEFORE US, YOUR HONOR. IF THAT IS OKAY 

20 WITH YOU. 

21 MS. PAULL: BECAUSE WE HAVE VERY 



22 LIMITED CROSS. 

23 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY, GO AHEAD. 

24 MS. PAULL: I HAVE A COUPLE OF 

25 QUESTIONS AND MR. ROBERTS HAS A FEW TOO. 

26 CROSS-EXAMINATION 

27 BY MS. PAULL: 

28 Q LOOKING AGAIN, YOU MAY NOT NEED TO 
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1 REFER TO THE TABLE IN EXHIBIT I AGAIN, BUT 

2 LOOK AT IT IF YOU NEED TO. THE TABLE WITH 

3 THE UPDATED SPECIFICATIONS. 

4 SO LOOKING AT THE TABLE AGAIN FOR 

5 SEGMENT 109 OF LINE 147 IN YOUR OCTOBER 2011 

6 PRESSURE RESTORATION FILING THE MAOP OF 

7 DESIGN WAS 437. IS THAT RIGHT? 

8 WITNESS SINGH: A THAT IS WHAT IS 

9 STATED HERE. 

10 WITNESS JOHNSON: A THAT IS WHAT IS 

11 STATED ON THE DOCUMENT. 

12 Q OKAY. NOW, THE UPDATED MAOP OF 

13 DESIGN IS 330, CORRECT? 

14 A CORRECT. 

15 Q NOW LET'S LOOK AT THE MAOP OF TEST 



16 FOR OCTOBER 2011. IT IS 404, RIGHT? 

17 A THAT IS WHAT IS SHOWING ON THIS 

18 TABLE, YES. 

19 Q AND THE UPDATED HAS NOT CHANGED, 

20 RIGHT? IT IS THE SAME? 

21 A THAT IS CORRECT. IT WOULDN'T 

22 CHANGE. THEY ARE BASED ON THE HYDROSTATIC 

23 TEST. THE HYDROSTATIC TEST DIDN'T CHANGE. 

24 Q OKAY. BUT IS IT YOUR TESTIMONY 

25 THAT YOU ARE NOT NOW REQUESTING 330 INSTEAD 

26 OF 365 BECAUSE THE MAOP OF DESIGN IS 330? 

27 A WHAT I BELIEVE I STATED, WE ARE 

28 ASKING FOR 330 BECAUSE WE ARE BEING VERY 
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1 CONSERVATIVE ON OUR REQUEST. WE BELIEVE WE 

2 HAVE THE RIGHT TO ASK FOR 400 BASED ON THE 

3 PREVIOUS MAOP. BUT BASED ON OUR VERY 

4 CONSERVATIVE ASSUMPTIONS, AT THIS POINT IN 

5 TIME WE ARE ASKING FOR 330 POUNDS. 

6 Q IF THE DESIGN MAOP IS LOWER, I 

7 THOUGHT WE HAD COVERED EARLIER, I THOUGHT YOU 

8 HAD AGREED, YOU CAN CORRECT ME IF I'M WRONG, 

9 THAT UNDER FEDERAL REGULATIONS 619, 192.619, 



10 THE OPERATOR HAS TO CHOOSE THE LOWER. IF YOU 

11 HAVE TEST MAOP AND DESIGN MAOP AND THE DESIGN 

12 MAOP IS LOWER, YOU CHOOSE LOWER. IS THAT NOT 

13 YOUR UNDERSTANDING? 

14 A I BELIEVE WHAT WE SAID EARLIER, 

15 MAYBE I MISUNDERSTOOD THE QUESTION, BUT WHEN 

16 YOU TALK ABOUT DESIGN OF A PIPELINE, THAT IS 

17 FOR PIPELINES BUILT AFTER 1970 WHEN THE CODE 

18 WENT INTO PLACE. SO THIS LINE WAS BUILT 

19 EARLIER THAN THAT. 

20 Q AND THAT IS THE BASIS FOR YOUR 

21 BELIEF THAT YOU ARE LEGALLY ENTITLED TO SET 

22 THE MAOP AT 400? 

23 A I BELIEVE WE CAN REQUEST 400 BASED 

24 ON THE CODES THAT ARE IN PLACE TODAY. 

25 Q I SEE. AND JUST TO CLARIFY ONE 

26 MORE THING ABOUT THAT. THE BASIS FOR YOUR 

27 BELIEF THAT YOU CAN LEGALLY SET THE MAOP AT 

28 400, YOU ARE NOT RELYING ON THE COMMISSION 
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1 DECISION THAT ORDERED PG&E TO GO OUT AND 

2 VALIDATE MAOP THROUGH TESTING OR REPLACING, 

3 ARE YOU? 



4 A WELL, AT THE FEDERAL LEVEL WE HAVE 

5 GRANDFATHER. WE'VE ALREADY TALKED ABOUT 

6 THAT. 

7 IT IS CLEAR, I'M NOT GOING TO PUT 

8 WORDS INTO THE ALJ'S MOUTH, BUT IT WAS THE 

9 DECISION HERE THAT THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA IS 

10 GETTING AWAY FROM GRANDFATHERING. AND TO 

11 VALIDATE THE MAOP OF THE PIPELINE SPECIFIC TO 

12 LINE 147, MAOP OF THAT PIPELINE PRIOR TO THIS 

13 WAS 400 POUNDS. TO VALIDATE THE MAOP OF THAT 

14 PIPELINE, WE WOULD CONDUCT THE HYDROSTATIC 

15 TEST TO VERIFY THAT MAOP WAS SAFE. FOR THIS 

16 PIPELINE IT WOULD BE 600 POUNDS OR GREATER, 

17 WHICH IS WHAT WE'VE DONE FOR THE PIPELINE 

18 SEGMENTS. AS AN INTERIM SAFETY MEASURE, WE 

19 SAID WE WOULD GO ABOUT A CALCULATION OF THE 

20 MAOP AS AN INTERIM SAFETY MEASURE PRIOR TO 

21 THE HYDROSTATIC TEST. THAT IS, IN ESSENCE, 

22 MY UNDERSTANDING WHAT WE'VE AGREED TO. 

23 WE'VE COMPLETED THE MAOP ACTIVITY, 

24 AND WE WILL CONTINUE TO GET BETTER AT THAT. 

25 NOW WE ARE GOING THROUGH THE PROCESS OF 

26 PRESSURE TESTING ANY OF OUR PIPELINES THAT 

27 HAVE NOT BEEN PREVIOUSLY TESTED. 

28 Q THANK YOU. WE GOT FAR AFIELD I 
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1 THOUGH I THINK. MY QUESTION IS ACTUALLY VERY 

2 SIMPLE. 

3 YOU DON'T INTERPRET THE COMMISSION 

4 ORDER TO REQUIRE YOU TO VALIDATE MAOP BY 

5 STRENGTH TEST ONLY-

6 A NO. 

7 Q - DO YOU? 

8 A NO. WE HAVE BEEN - WE ARE 

9 GETTING RID - THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA WANTS 

10 TO GET RID OF THE GRANDFATHER CLAUSE, NOT 

11 STRENGTH TEST, PRESSURE TEST. WE'VE BEEN 

12 ORDERED TO PRESSURE TEST ALL OF THE PIPELINES 

13 THAT HAVE PREVIOUSLY NOT UNDERGONE ANY 

14 PRESSURE TESTING. 

15 Q THANK YOU FOR THAT CORRECTION, 

16 PRESSURE TEST. 

17 BUT DO YOU-

18 A UNDER THAT ORDER IS THE PROCESS WE 

19 ARE GOING THROUGH. 

20 Q SO IS IT YOUR BELIEF THAT THE 

21 COMMISSION ORDERED, DIRECTED PG&E TO VALIDATE 

22 MAOP ON THE BASIS OF PRESSURE TEST ONLY AND 

23 GAVE PG&E PERMISSION TO DISREGARD DESIGN 

24 MAOP--

25 MR. MALKIN: YOUR HONOR? 



26 MS. PAULL: - IN THE MAOP VALIDATION 

27 PROCESS? 

28 ALJ BUSHEY: SUSTAINED. 
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1 MS. PAULL, WE HAVE ORDERING 

2 PARAGRAPH 4. THERE IS A LIST OF ITEMS IN 

3 THERE. NOWHERE IN THAT LIST DOES IT SAY AN 

4 INTERPRETATION OF COMMISSION'S PREVIOUS 

5 DECISIONS. 

6 MS. PAULL: THIS GOES TO F, YOUR HONOR, 

7 THE MAOP VALIDATION WHICH WE'VE BEEN TALKING 

8 ABOUT. 

9 I'M JUST TRYING TO UNDERSTAND THE 

10 BASIS FOR MR. JOHNSON'S AS BELIEF THAT PG&E 

11 COULD, IF IT WANTED TO, SET THE MAOP AT 400.] 

12 ALJ BUSHEY: F SAYS THEIR PROPOSED 

13 MAXIMUM OPERATING PRESSURE AND MAXIMUM 

14 ALLOWABLE OPERATING PRESSURE FOR EACH SEGMENT 

15 IN THE ENTIRE LINE. 

16 MS. PAULL: THAT'S EXACTLY WHAT I'M 

17 TALKING ABOUT. 

18 ALJ BUSHEY: THAT'S A NUMBER. WE KNOW 

19 EXACTLY WHAT THE NUMBER IS. IT'S 330. 



20 MS. PAULL: I WAS ASKING TO CLARIFY. 

21 Q ARE YOU PROPOSING 330 BECAUSE 

22 THAT'S A DESIGN MAOP? AND I BELIEVE YOUR 

23 ANSWER IS NO. 

24 ALJ BUSHEY: MS. PAULL, IT'S NOT ON THE 

25 LIST. HE TOLD YOU WHAT THE ANSWER IS. 330. 

26 THAT'S WHAT THEY'RE PROPOSING. THAT'S ITEM 

27 F. I'M SURE THERE ARE PROBABLY THOUSANDS OF 

28 REASONS WHY THEY PROPOSE 330. THE POINT OF 
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1 THIS LIST IS WHAT ARE THEY PROPOSING. 330. 

2 MS. PAULL: OKAY. WE KNOW WHAT THEY'RE 

3 PROPOSING. 

4 ALJ BUSHEY: GOOD. THAT TAKES CARE OF 

5 ITEM F. 

6 MS. PAULL: DO YOU REALLY THINK SO, 

7 YOUR HONOR? 

8 ALJ BUSHEY: THAT'S WHAT IT SAYS. 

9 PROPOSED MOP AND MAOP FOR EACH SEGMENT. 

10 MS. PAULL: DOESN'T WHAT THE COMMISSION 

11 NEED TO DETERMINE WHAT MAOP IS REQUIRED? 

12 ALJ BUSHEY: NO. WE NEED TO KNOW WHAT 

13 THEIR PROPOSED IS. THIS IS WHAT THEY HAVE 



14 PROPOSED. 

15 MS. PAULL: AND I WAS ASKING THE BASIS 

16 FOR THE NUMBER THEY'RE PROPOSING JUST TO 

17 CLARIFY BECAUSE WE HAVE -

18 ALJ BUSHEY: MS. PAULL, WE'VE BEEN OVER 

19 THIS FOR NOW WE'RE - WELL, INTO OUR THIRD 

20 DAY OF THIS. 

21 MS. PAULL: I ACTUALLY THINK I GOT AN 

22 ANSWER TO MY QUESTION. I ACTUALLY THINK IT'S 

23 VERY RELEVANT, YOUR HONOR. 

24 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. THANK YOU FOR THAT 

25 OPINION. DO YOU HAVE ANY FURTHER QUESTIONS 

26 FOR THIS WITNESS? 

27 MS. PAULL: NO, BUT MR. ROBERTS DOES. 

28 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. MR. ROBERTS. 
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1 MR. ROBERTS: I THINK THESE WILL GO 

2 HOPEFULLY VERY QUICKLY. 

3 CROSS-EXAMINATION 

4 BY MR. ROBERTS: 

5 Q GOOD AFTERNOON, GENTLEMEN. YOU HAD 

6 JUST MENTIONED A MOMENT AGO, MR. JOHNSON, 

7 THAT THE USE OF ASSUMED VALUES WAS AN INTERIM 



8 MEASURE. AND THE WORD "INTERIM" IN THAT 

9 CASE, DID I UNDERSTAND CORRECTLY THAT IT'S OF 

10 USE UNTIL YOU HYDRO TEST. BUT THEN ONCE 

11 YOU'VE HYDRO TESTED, THAT INTERIM MEASURE -

12 THAT'S THE END OF THE INTERIM PERIOD? IF I'M 

13 NOT CORRECT, PLEASE DEFINE "INTERIM". 

14 WITNESS JOHNSON: A I THINK - I THINK 

15 WHEN WE USE THE TERM, "INTERIM," WE'RE 

16 TALKING ABOUT UNTIL THE PRESSURE TEST IS 

17 DONE. SO I DON'T HAVE THE EXACT WORDING OF 

18 ALL THE RULINGS THAT HAVE GONE ON, BUT IN MY 

19 WORDS, WE DID THE MAOP VALIDATION BASED ON 

20 VERY CONSERVATIVE ASSUMPTIONS AS AN INTERIM 

21 SAFETY MEASURE UNTIL WE CAN PRESSURE TEST 

22 EVERY PIECE OF PIPE THAT PREVIOUSLY HAS NOT 

23 UNDERGONE A PRESSURE TEST. AND I BELIEVE 

24 THAT'S THE ESSENCE OF THE REQUIREMENT. 

25 Q OKAY. THANK YOU. NOW, I JUST HAVE 

26 A FOLLOW-UP QUESTION ON THE CITY OF SAN 

27 CARLOS' DISCUSSION ABOUT SAFETY FACTOR. AND 

28 I'D LIKE TO ASK YOU TO TURN TO PAGE A-60 OF 
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1 EXHIBIT A TO PG&E'S OCTOBER 11TH FILING? 



2 A I DON'T THINK WE HAVE EXHIBIT A UP 

3 HERE. 

4 MS. PAULL: IT'S THE SAFETY 

5 CERTIFICATION. 

6 WITNESS JOHNSON: OKAY. EXHIBIT A. 

7 WHERE IS EXHIBIT A? THE WHOLE THING IS 

8 EXHIBIT A. OKAY. WHAT PAGE WAS IT? 

9 MR. ROBERTS: Q PAGE A-80 - PAGE 

10 A-60. 

11 WITNESS JOHNSON: A A-60. OKAY. SO 

12 WE'RE BACK TO THE PFL. 

13 Q CORRECT. 

14 A MAOP REPORT. I'M SORRY. 

15 Q MAOP REPORT, YES. 

16 A OKAY. 

17 Q IN THE DECISION THAT WE'VE BEEN 

18 TALKING ABOUT AND THE SPECIFIC AREA THAT THE 

19 ALJ ASKED US TO LOOK AT, ITEM A OF THAT ASKS 

20 FOR THE PERCENT SPECIFIED MINIMUM YIELD 

21 STRENGTH AT MAOP? 

22 A I'M SORRY. ITEM A BEING WHERE NOW? 

23 Q THIS IS-SO I'M ACTUALLY TAKING A 

24 SMALL STEP BACK. DECISION 11-09-006 HAD 

25 ASKED THAT IF YOU WANT TO RAISE - TO RESTORE 

26 PRESSURE, YOU NEED TO PROVIDE THE PERCENT 

27 SPECIFIED MINIMUM YIELD STRENGTH AT MAOP. SO 

28 THE JUDGE HANDED OUT A COPY OF THE DECISION. 
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1 I THOUGHT YOU MIGHT HAVE THAT OR IF THAT 

2 SOUNDS FAMILIAR-

3 A I WASN'T UP HERE WHEN IT WAS HANDED 

4 OUT. GO AHEAD. YOUR QUESTION. 

5 Q SO THE JUDGE ASKED FOR THAT. AND 

6 IN THE PAGE I JUST ASKED YOU TO LOOK AT THE 

7 ONE, TWO, THREE, FOURTH COLUMN FROM THE RIGHT 

8 PROVIDES A COLUMN ENTITLED, "PERCENT SMYS PER 

9 R." DO YOU SEE THAT? 

10 A YEAH. 

11 Q OKAY. IS THE PERCENT SMYS AN 

12 INDICATION OF THE FACTOR OF SAFETY FOR EACH 

13 OF THESE FEATURES? 

14 A IT COULD BE. 

15 Q OKAY. 

16 A IT COULD BE. I MEAN, WE'RE USING 

17 VERY CONSERVATIVE ASSUMPTIONS; RIGHT? SO 

18 THIS WOULD BE A CALCULATION, AND SO THAT 

19 WOULD BE A STARTING POINT. WE'RE USING 

20 SPECIFIED MINIMUM YIELD STRENGTH, THAT'S A 

21 SAFETY FACTOR THERE. THAT'S THE MINIMUM 

22 YIELD STRENGTH OF THE PIPE. WE'RE USING 

23 JOINT EFFICIENCIES THAT ARE BELOW NECESSARY 



24 REQUIREMENTS, AND WE'RE USING STRENGTHS 

25 BELOW. SO THERE'S SAFETY FACTORS ON SAFETY 

26 FACTORS ON SAFETY FACTORS. THIS WOULD BE ONE 

27 INDICATION OF A SPECIFIC SAFETY FACTOR. 

28 Q WELL, THAT COLUMN IN PARTICULAR IS 
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1 SUMMING THE INFORMATION TO - FROM THE LEFT 

2 OF THAT, AND AREN'T THOSE VALUES THE OVERALL 

3 SAFETY FACTOR THAT IS PROVIDED FOR EACH OF 

4 THOSE FEATURES GIVEN YOUR MAOP OF RECORD? 

5 A I'M NOT SURE I UNDERSTOOD THAT 

6 QUESTION AGAIN. SO WE'VE GOT-

7 Q SO ALL THE ASSUMPTIONS -

8 A -A JOINT EFFICIENCY FACTOR. 

9 Q CORRECT. 

10 A RIGHT? SO THERE'S CONSERVATIVE 

11 ASSUMPTIONS IN THERE. 

12 Q YES. 

13 A AND THEN THERE'S THE TEST PRESSURE. 

14 Q UH-HUH. 

15 A RIGHT? SO THERE'S CONSERVATIVE 

16 ASSUMPTIONS. WE'VE TESTED WELL ABOVE THE 

17 OPERATING PRESSURE. IS THAT YOUR QUESTION? 



18 Q MY QUESTION IS I WOULD UNDERSTAND 

19 THE PERCENT SMYS PER R TO BE A MEASURE OF THE 

20 FACTOR OF SAFETY PROVIDED BY THE MAOP OF 

21 RECORD THAT YOU'VE REQUESTED, WHICH IS 330, 

22 AND THAT THAT NUMBER ENCOMPASSES ALL OF THE 

23 OTHER CONSERVATIVE DECISIONS YOU'VE CHOSEN TO 

24 MAKE. SO FOR EXAMPLE, THE DECISION TO USE A 

25 CONSERVATIVE SMYS, THE DECISION TO USE A 

26 CONSERVATIVE JOINT EFFICIENCY FACTOR, AND IT 

27 ALSO INCORPORATES THE JOINT MAOP OF TEST 

28 BECAUSE THAT IS THE HIGHER THAN THE MAOP OF 
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1 RECORD. 

2 SO WHAT I'M ASKING IS IS ONE 

3 MEASURE OF THE OVERALL FACTOR OF SAFETY FOR 

4 THE FEATURES OF THIS LINE - IS THE PERCENT 

5 SMYS PER R A METRIC TO TELL US WHAT THE 

6 FACTOR OF SAFETY IS? 

7 A I GUESS IN VERY ROUGH TERMS YOU 

8 COULD DO THAT. YES, THERE'S A HUNDRED 

9 PERCENT SMYS; RIGHT? SO IF YOU'RE AT 

10 50 PERCENT OF A HUNDRED PERCENT OF SMYS, 

11 YOU'VE GOT A SAFETY FACTOR, IF YOU WANT TO 



12 USE MATH, ENGINEERING TERMS - IT WOULD BE 

13 TWO. 

14 Q THAT WAS ACTUALLY - YES. 

15 A THAT WAS THE CONVERSATION. WHAT I 

16 DON'T THINK IS INCORPORATED IN THAT THE SMYS 

17 ITSELF A CONSERVATIVE NUMBER. I'M GOING TO 

18 USE HYPOTHETICAL NUMBERS. IF THE SMYS WAS AT 

19 100 AND WE SAID THIS WAS OPERATING AT 

20 50 PERCENT, THAT WOULD BE 50 OF A HUNDRED, 

21 SAFETY FACTOR OF TWO. THAT SMYS BECAUSE OF 

22 CONSERVATIVE ASSUMPTIONS MAY BE 150. DOES 

23 THAT MAKE SENSE? 

24 Q UH-HUH. 

25 A BECAUSE WE'VE USED CONSERVATIVE 

26 FACTORS TOGETHER. SO THIS IS ONE VERY 

27 CONSERVATIVE WAY TO LOOK AT IT. 

28 Q OKAY. 
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1 WITNESS SINGH: A THE ONE THING I 

2 WOULD LIKE TO ADD ON TO THAT IS IN THIS 

3 CALCULATION - MR. ROSENFELD ALSO SPOKE TO 

4 THAT - THERE'S ALSO AN INHERENT CONSERVATISM 

5 BUILT INTO THE METHODOLOGY. AND THAT 



6 METHODOLOGY INCLUDES THE USE OF THE JOINT 

7 EFFICIENCY FACTOR. AND THE JOINT EFFICIENCY 

8 FACTOR IS BASED ON SEAM TYPE AS YOU CAN SEE 

9 IN THIS REPORT. AND THIS NUMBER REPRESENTS 

10 THE ACTUAL HOOP STRESS OF THE LINE. 

11 AND WE'VE BEEN TALKING A LOT ABOUT 

12 THE FEDERAL CODE AND THE INTERPRETATION, AND 

13 MR. ROSENFELD PROVIDED THAT. HE CITED A 

14 SPECIFIC LETTER IN OUR WORKSHOP YESTERDAY AS 

15 WELL, AND IT'S PUBLICLY AVAILABLE ON PHMSA'S 

16 WEBSITE. IT WAS A 1979 LETTER WHICH PHMSA 

17 CLEARLY STATED THAT THE HOOP STRESS EQUATION 

18 DO NOT USE THE JOINT EFFICIENCY FACTORS. THE 

19 JOINT EFFICIENCY FACTORS IS .8 TO .6. 

20 WE'RE STILL USING A VALUE OF 1.0, 

21 BUT OUR CONSERVATIVE METHODOLOGY USES THE 

22 JOINT EFFICIENCY FACTOR. SO TO THE POINT 

23 MR. JOHNSON MADE EARLIER, IT'S SAFETY FACTORS 

24 ON TOP OF SAFETY FACTORS ON TOP OF A 

25 CONSERVATIVE METHODOLOGY TO DO THE ARITHMETIC 

26 CALCULATION. 

27 Q SO BASED ON WHAT YOU JUST SAID, ARE 

28 YOU SAYING THAT THE FACTOR OF SAFETY FOR 
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1 FEATURES IN THE MIDDLE OF THIS PAGE, WHICH 

2 CURRENTLY SHOW - THEY SHOW A PERCENT OF SMYS 

3 AT 50 PERCENT. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT THE 

4 ACTUAL FACTOR - AND BY 50 PERCENT, THAT 

5 WOULD IMPLY A TWO TIME SAFETY FACTOR. 

6 BECAUSE THERE'S CONSERVATISM BUILT 

7 INTO SOME OF THESE OTHER NUMBERS, IS THE 

8 ACTUAL FACTOR OF SAFETY IN YOUR MIND HIGHER 

9 THAN TWO? 

10 WITNESS JOHNSON: A YES, I WOULD 

11 EXPECT IT TO BE HIGHER THAN TWO IF YOU USE 

12 THE EQUATIONS AS MR. SINGH JUST POINTED 

13 OUT-

14 Q UH-HUH. 

15 A - AND IF YOU REALLY LOOK AT WHAT 

16 IS REALLY THE STRENGTH OF THE MATERIAL YOU'RE 

17 LOOKING AT. 

18 Q OKAY. 

19 A AND I THINK WE SHARED THAT ON 

20 SEGMENT 109 WE'RE USING 33000. CLEARLY THE 

21 TEST SHOWED - 39,300 I BELIEVE IS THE 

22 NUMBER. SO RIGHT THERE YOU'VE GOT A 

23 SIGNIFICANT SAFETY FACTOR. 

24 Q SO NOW I'M - AND I'M ALMOST DONE, 

25 YOUR HONOR. 

26 NOW I'M GOING TO ASK A HYPOTHETICAL 

27 ABOUT A PIECE OF PIPE HERE THAT SAYS A.O. -



28 ANY OF THESE IN THE MIDDLE OF THE PAGE THAT 
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1 SAY A.O. SMITH PIPE. 

2 A IT'S NOT A HYPOTHETICAL IF YOU'RE 

3 POINTING TO A PIECE OF PIPE. JUST TELL ME 

4 WHAT PIECE OF PIPE YOU'RE LOOKING AT. 

5 ALJ BUSHEY: MR. JOHNSON. 

6 THE WITNESS: I'M SORRY. 

7 MR. ROBERTS: Q LET'S START WITH A 

8 REAL SET OF DATA ON YOUR ELEMENT OF THE PFL, 

9 WHICH IS ANY OF THE ONES THAT SAY A.O. SMITH 

10 PIPE THAT HAVE A DESIGN MAOP OF 330 AND A 

11 CALCULATED PERCENT SMYS OF 50. THERE'S MANY 

12 OF THEM. YOU CAN PICK ANY ONE OF THEM. 

13 WITNESS SINGH: A OKAY. 

14 Q NOW WE'RE GOING TO GO INTO THE 

15 HYPOTHETICAL SITUATION. THIS TABLE SHOWS A 

16 SMYS OF 33 PERCENT. WHAT WOULD THE 

17 CALCULATED PERCENT SMYS BE, EVERYTHING 

18 ELSE--

19 WITNESS JOHNSON: A I'M SORRY. THIS 

20 TABLE DOES NOT SHOW 33 PERCENT. 

21 Q 33,000 PSI, I'M SORRY, FOR SMYS. 



22 A OKAY. 

23 Q IF INSTEAD OF 33,000 WE USED A 

24 STRONGER PIPE WITH A SMYS OF 66,000, 

25 EVERYTHING ELSE BEING EQUAL, WOULD THE 

26 CALCULATED PERCENT SMYS NOW GO TO 25 PERCENT 

27 OR WOULD THAT STRONGER PIPE PROVIDE A FACTOR 

28 OF SAFETY OF FOUR? 
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1 A AT LEAST, YES. 

2 Q OKAY. JUST ONE OTHER QUESTION, 

3 THEN. AND NOW I'D ASK YOU TO TURN TO PAGE 

4 A-183, WHICH IS INTO THE HYDRO TEST REPORT. 

5 A OKAY. 

6 Q SO WE'RE NOT GOING TO TALK ABOUT 

7 THE SLOPES OF THIS CURVE TODAY. THANK YOU 

8 FOR GOING OVER THAT YESTERDAY. WHAT I WANT 

9 TO LOOK AT IS THE RELATIVE POSITION OF THE 

10 ACTUAL LINE RELATIVE TO THE CALCULATED 

11 EXPECTED YIELD CURVE, THE STRAIGHT LINE. AND 

12 MY QUESTION IS FAIRLY - I HOPE IT'S SIMPLE. 

13 WE - WE AGREED IN THE WORKSHOP 

14 THAT THIS CURVE DOES NOT SHOW YIELDING, THAT 

15 THE - THAT THE PIPE DID NOT YIELD DURING THE 



16 SPIKE TEST ON TEST T43B; CORRECT? 

17 A CORRECT. THERE HAS BEEN NO 

18 YIELDING IN ANY OF THE HYDRO STATIC TESTING 

19 THAT WE'VE DONE. 

20 Q DOES THE PV PLOT OR ANY OTHER DATA 

21 IN THE TEST REPORT SHOW HOW CLOSE YOU CAME TO 

22 YIELDING? 

23 A WELL, I DON'T - I DON'T KNOW THAT 

24 YOU CAN SAY HOW CLOSE YOU CAME TO YIELDING. 

25 I MEAN, YOU'RE LOOKING FOR YIELD. WE HAVE NO 

26 REASON TO BELIEVE WE'RE EVEN CLOSE TO YIELD. 

27 SO I MEAN, IF YOU WANTED TO ROUGHLY LOOK AT 

28 IT, YOU CAN PROBABLY, YOU KNOW, LOOK 
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1 ACROSS - AND WHAT IS THAT? 700 AND-740, 

2 750 POUNDS. 

3 Q UH-HUH. 

4 A AND THE LINE THAT WAS EXPECTED -

5 THAT IN THEORY WOULD YIELD AT; RIGHT, IN 

6 THEORY - AND THERE'S A LOT OF ISSUES WITH 

7 THAT-IS THE RED LINE. SO YOU'VE GOT-

8 WHAT? 200 AND - 200-PLUS POUNDS BEFORE 

9 YIELD IN THIS PARTICULAR CASE. 



10 Q SO IF ALL THE PIPE WERE AS EXPECTED 

11 WHEN THEY CALCULATED THAT EXPECTED YIELD, YOU 

12 ARE VERY FAR FROM WHAT YOU EXPECTED YIELD TO 

13 BE IN THIS TEST? 

14 A OH, YES, ABSOLUTELY. 

15 Q OKAY. 

16 A I MEAN, THIS IS-THIS IS-WE 

17 ONLY TESTED TO 600 POUNDS; RIGHT? OTHER 

18 THAN - THERE'S SOME SEGMENTS WE TESTED TO -

19 1,200 POUNDS I BELIEVE WAS THE NUMBER WE SAW 

20 EARLIER. SO YEAH, IT'S NOT - IT'S NOT -

21 IT'S NOT ANYWHERE CLOSE TO WHERE WE EXPECT TO 

22 HAVE YIELD. 

23 Q BUT IF-AND NOW I WILL GO 

24 HYPOTHETICAL. IF THERE WERE A PIECE OF CAST 

25 IRON OR SOMETHING WITH A VERY LOW YIELD 

26 STRENGTH, THIS CURVE WOULDN'T TELL US HOW 

27 CLOSE WE GOT TO THAT. IT WOULD ONLY TELL YOU 

28 YOU DID NOT ACHIEVE YIELD; IS THAT CORRECT? 
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1 WITNESS SINGH: A LET ME ANSWER THAT 

2 QUESTION. FIRST OF ALL WE DON'T USE CAST 

3 IRON PIPE. 



4 Q IT'S A HYPOTHETICAL. 

5 A AND IF WE HAD A MATERIAL LIKE CAST 

6 IRON PIPE, IT WOULD NOT BE ABLE TO WITHSTAND 

7 THIS TYPE OF PRESSURE. IT WOULD ACTUALLY NOT 

8 PASS THE HYDRO TEST-

9 Q OKAY. 

10 A -ACCORDING TO MY UNDERSTANDING. 

11 AND WE HAVE TO LOOK AT THE MATERIAL 

12 PROPERTIES. AND I'M NOT GOING SIT HERE AND 

13 HAVE THAT ENGINEERING DISCUSSION ABOUT WHAT 

14 THE MATERIAL PROPERTIES ARE OF CAST IRON, 

15 WHAT THE MINIMUM YIELD STRENGTH IS, WHAT IS 

16 THE WALL THICKNESS. MAYBE THERE'S PIPE 

17 MANUFACTURED THAT CAN WITHSTAND THAT, BUT WE 

18 DO NOT USE CAST IRON PIPE AT THEY PRESSURES. 

19 Q OKAY. SO I DID PREFACE MY QUESTION 

20 BY SAYING THIS IS A HYPOTHETICAL. I WAS JUST 

21 TRYING TO LOOK FOR MY DATA TO WHAT TYPE OF 

22 PIPE WOULD HAVE A SIGNIFICANTLY LOWER YIELD 

23 STRENGTH. SO FORGET ABOUT THE TYPE OF 

24 MATERIAL. BUT IF THERE WAS A MATERIAL IN 

25 THERE THAT HAD A SIGNIFICANTLY LOWER YIELD 

26 STRENGTH, THIS PLOT DOESN'T SHOW HOW CLOSE 

27 YOU SAME TO THAT. IT ONLY SHOWS YOU DID NOT 

28 ACHIEVE YIELD? 
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1 WITNESS JOHNSON: A WELL, IF YOU 

2 HYPOTHETICALLY WERE LOOKING FOR A LOWER - A 

3 LOWER SMYS PIECE OF PIPE, WHICH IS WHAT I 

4 THINK YOU'RE STATING - IS THAT WHAT YOU'RE 

5 STATING? 

6 Q CORRECT. 

7 A THIS RED LINE WOULD DROP DOWN. THE 

8 THEORETICAL - BASED ON THAT INFORMATION, THE 

9 THEORETICAL YIELD ON THAT PIPE WOULD DROP. 

10 HERE I SAID ROUGHLY IT'S 200-PLUS POUNDS. IF 

11 THAT RED LINE DROPPED, IT WOULD BE LESS THAN 

12 200 POUNDS. YOU WOULD GET A RELATIVE FEEL 

13 FOR IT. 

14 Q THAT WOULD BE IF YOU KNEW WHAT THE 

15 MATERIAL WAS AND COULD CALCULATE THIS VALUE. 

16 A YOU JUST HYPOTHETICALLY TOLD ME 

17 WHAT IT WAS. 

18 Q I DIDN'T. ALL I SAID WAS 

19 HYPOTHETICALLY IF A MATERIAL IS IN THERE THAT 

20 YOU DON'T KNOW HAS A SIGNIFICANTLY LOWER 

21 PRESSURE AT WHICH IT WOULD YIELD, THIS CURVE 

22 WOULDN'T TELL YOU - YOU WOULDN'T HAVE A 

23 VALID RED LINE. YOU WOULDN'T KNOW WHERE THE 

24 RED LINE WAS. AND THIS CURVE DOESN'T TELL 

25 YOU HOW CLOSE YOU CAME TO THE ACTUAL RED 

SB GT&S 0255523 



26 LINE. IT ONLY TELLS YOU YOU DID NOT CROSS 

27 THE RED LINE; IS THAT CORRECT? 

28 A I DON'T KNOW IF IT'S CORRECT. I 
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1 DIDN'T QUITE FOLLOW YOU. WAS THERE A 

2 QUESTION? 

3 Q YES. DOES THIS YIELD TELL YOU-

4 DOES THIS CURVE TELL YOU HOW CLOSE YOU CAME 

5 TO ACTUALLY YIELDING EVERY PART OF THE PIPE 

6 UNDER TEST? 

7 A WELL, SO THE YIELDING OF A PIECE OF 

8 PIPE UNDER TEST - THE WEAKEST LINK WILL 

9 YIELD-

10 Q CORRECT. 

11 A - THE ONE WITH THE LOWEST SMYS IN 

12 THEORY. THIS CURVE CLEARLY SHOWS THERE'S NO 

13 YIELD. AND I THINK WE'VE GOTTEN THROUGH 

14 THAT. 

15 Q YEAH. 

16 A WHERE YOU DRAW YOUR RED LINE IS 

17 WHERE YOU - WHERE YOU BELIEVE YOU HAVE 

18 POTENTIAL YIELD BASED ON THE INFORMATION YOU 

19 HAVE. 



20 Q UNDERSTOOD. 

21 A OKAY. GOOD. 

22 Q BUT WHAT-WHAT YOU DIDN'T ADDRESS 

23 IS IF WE DON'T KNOW THE MATERIAL - SO IN THE 

24 CASE - WHEN THIS TEST WAS PERFORMED, YOU HAD 

25 NOT YET HAD THE LEAK ON 109 AND YOU DIDN'T 

26 KNOW SOME OF THE CHARACTERISTICS OF PIPE IN 

27 THIS TEST, T43B, WERE DIFFERENT THAN YOU 

28 THOUGHT. 
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1 AND IN THAT CASE, THIS - FOR THOSE 

2 SEGMENTS, THE RED LINE IS NOT APPLICABLE AND 

3 YOU WOULDN'T HAVE KNOWN DURING THE TEST WHAT 

4 THE EXPECTED YIELD WAS. WHAT I'M ASKING YOU 

5 IS - IS I THINK PRETTY STRAIGHTFORWARD. 

6 THIS IS ACTUALLY A - A KIND OF ELEMENTARY 

7 QUESTION - THAT A PV CURVE - STRESS STRAIN 

8 CURVE IF YOU WANT - IF IT STOPS AT A PLACE 

9 BEFORE YIELDING, IT DOES NOT TELL YOU HOW 

10 CLOSE YOU CAME TO YIELD, ONLY THAT YOU DID 

11 NOT YIELD; IS THAT CORRECT? 

12 WITNESS SINGH: A THAT'S IRRELEVANT 

13 BECAUSE YOU'VE - BECAUSE YOU'VE ACTUALLY 



14 DONE THE STRENGTH TEST, AND YOU'VE VALIDATED 

15 THAT MARGIN OF SAFETY. AND HOW CLOSE YOU 

16 COME TO YIELD IS - IS REALLY IRRELEVANT. 

17 AND AGAIN, WE COULD HAVE MR. ROSENFELD, WHO 

18 IS THE INDUSTRY EXPERT, TALK ABOUT THAT. 

19 MS. PAULL: YOUR HONOR, COULD YOU 

20 PLEASE ASK-

21 ALJ BUSHEY: LET ME INTERJECT HERE. 

22 FIRST OF ALL, I DON'T THINK IT'S AN 

23 ELEMENTARY QUESTION. I THINK IT'S MORE OF 

24 DIFFERENTIAL EQUATIONS TYPE QUESTION. BUT I 

25 THINK THAT IT'S A STRAIGHTFORWARD QUESTIONS 

26 THAT IF THE RED LINE ISN'T THERE, THE 

27 INFORMATION THAT YOU HAVE DOESN'T TELL YOU 

28 WHAT'S GOING TO HAPPEN IN THE NEXT PRESSURE 
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1 SEGMENT; RIGHT? 

2 WITNESS JOHNSON: RIGHT. 

3 ALJ BUSHEY: RIGHT. THAT'S ALL. 

4 MR. ROBERTS: THANK YOU. NO FURTHER 

5 QUESTIONS, YOUR HONOR. 

6 ALJ BUSHEY: MR. GRUEN? 

7 MR. GRUEN: YES, YOUR HONOR. THANK 



8 YOU. 

9 CROSS-EXAMINATION 

10 BY MR. GRUEN: 

11 Q GOOD AFTERNOON, GENTLEMEN. IF WE 

12 COULD TURN BACK TO THE POPULAR EXHIBIT I, 

13 LAST PAGE? I'LL GO WITH THE CROWD. AND THE 

14 LINE THAT - THAT INDICATES SEGMENT 109, DO 

15 YOU HAVE THAT IN FRONT OF YOU? 

16 WITNESS JOHNSON: A YES, WE HAVE THE 

17 SAME DOCUMENT IN FRONT OF US. 

18 Q SAME DOCUMENT. THAT'S RIGHT. AND 

19 UNDER THE SECOND COLUMN WHERE IT SAYS, 

20 "LENGTH," THE NUMBER THERE INDICATES 1,327; 

21 IS THAT CORRECT? 

22 A THAT'S CORRECT. 

23 Q AND THAT'S IN REFERENCE TO FEET; IS 

24 THAT CORRECT? 

25 A YES, THAT WOULD BE IN REFERENCE TO 

26 FEET. 

27 Q OKAY. SO CONTINUING OVER ON THAT 

28 LINE, I'M GOING TO SKIP PAST THE OCTOBER 2011 
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1 AS FILED FOR PRESSURE RESTORATION BROAD 



2 COLUMN AND GO TO THE UPDATED SPECIFICATIONS 

3 COLUMN THAT MR. MEYERS DEFINED EARLIER. AND 

4 UNDER THAT BROAD COLUMN LOOKING AT LONG SEAM, 

5 FOR SEGMENT 109, THE LONG SEAM IS IDENTIFIED 

6 AS A.O. SMITH SMAW; CORRECT? 

7 A THAT'S CORRECT. 

8 Q OKAY. SO WE SEE HERE REFERENCED, 

9 THEN, THAT THE UPDATED SPECS SHOW 1,327 FEET 

10 OF A.O. SMITH SMAW LONG SEAM. AND I WANT TO 

11 ASK YOU HOW MANY ACTUAL FEET OF PIPE FROM 

12 1957 JOB INSTALLATION CAN YOU ABSOLUTELY 

13 WITHOUT DOUBT STATE IS A.O. SMITH PIPE? 

14 A IS-I'M SORRY. YOU WANT TO TRY 

15 THAT QUESTION AGAIN? 

16 Q SURE. HOW MANY FEET OF THE JOB 

17 INSTALLATION FROM 1957 CAN YOU WITHOUT DOUBT 

18 STATE IS A.O. SMITH PIPE WITHIN SEGMENT 109? 

19 A SAY WITHOUT DOUBT? I - I WOULD-

20 IF YOU'RE ASKING ME TO GO BACK AND PULL THE 

21 AS-BUILT DRAWINGS OUT AND MEASURE - IS THAT 

22 WHAT YOU'RE ASKING ME? 

23 Q LET'S ASK IT THIS WAY. BASED UPON 

24 VISUAL INSPECTION, WHAT YOU HAVE SEEN OF THE 

25 PIPE - EITHER YOU OR YOUR STAFF HAS SEEN OF 

26 THE PIPE, HOW MUCH OF IT CAN YOU BE CERTAIN 

27 THAT YOU HAVE SEEN IS A.O. SMITH PIPE? 

28 A WELL, WE HAVE - I THINK THE FACTS 
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1 BEHIND THIS PARTICULAR SEGMENT IS WE HAVE THE 

2 JOB. WE HAVE THE JOB INDICATING HOW MANY 

3 FEET IT IS. WE DID DIG UP ONE SECTION AT THE 

4 FRONT AS YOU VERY WELL KNOW; RIGHT? AND 

5 WE'VE SEEN SEGMENTS AT THE BACK, SO I THINK 

6 WE'RE PRETTY COMFORTABLE THAT BASED ON OUR 

7 RECORDS 1,327 IS - IS ACCURATE. 

8 WITNESS SINGH: A COULD I ADD 

9 SOMETHING? 

10 ALJ BUSHEY: HOLD ON. MR. GRUEN, 

11 WHAT'S THE QUESTION? 

12 MR. GRUEN: Q THE QUESTION IS ACTUALLY 

13 HOW MANY FEET HAVE BEEN OBSERVED WITHIN THE 

14 SECTION AS BEING A.O. SMITH PIPE? I'M NOT 

15 ASKING ABOUT YOUR RECORDS. I'M ASKING ABOUT 

16 WHAT YOU'VE SEEN OR YOUR STAFF, THE FIELD 

17 PERSONNEL, HAVE ACTUALLY SEEN ON THE SEGMENT 

18 AS BEING A.O. SMITH PIPE. 

19 WITNESS SINGH: A SO AS PART OF THE 

20 LEAK REPAIR PROCESS, WE WOULD EXCAVATE A BELL 

21 HOLE. ON THIS PARTICULAR ONE I DON'T HAVE 

22 THE ACTUAL INSPECTION FORM IN FRONT OF ME. 

23 IT'S TYPICALLY 8 FEET BY 8 FEET OR 10 FEET BY 



24 10 FEET. WE HAVE TO GO BACK AND LOOK AT THE 

25 ACTUAL INSPECTION FORM. THAT ALSO IDENTIFIES 

26 WHAT THE ACTUAL LENGTH OF THE PIPE WAS THAT 

27 WAS EXPOSED AS PART OF THE REPAIR PROCESS. 

28 WITNESS JOHNSON: A SO TO ANSWER THAT 
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1 QUESTION FAIRLY, YOU WOULD HAVE TO GO BACK 

2 AND PULL ALL THE JOBS PREVIOUSLY WHERE YOU'VE 

3 SPECIFICALLY DUG UP THE PIPE. IS THAT YOUR 

4 QUESTION? HOW MANY FEET HAVE WE DUG UP AND 

5 LOOKED AT? BECAUSE IN ORDER TO DO THAT, I 

6 WOULD HAVE TO GO PULL THE DRAWINGS AND LOOK 

7 AND SEE WHAT THE SIZE OF OUR BELL HOLES ARE 

8 FOR THAT JOB AND THE SECTION OF PIPE AND ADD 

9 IT UP FOR YOU. 

10 Q SO AT THIS POINT THOUGH-

11 A WE HAVE NOT DUG UP ALL 1,327 FEET 

12 IF THAT'S WHAT YOU'RE ASKING. 

13 Q SO YOU CANNOT CONFIRM ALL 

14 1,327 FEET ARE ACTUALLY A.O. SMITH SMAW PIPE? 

15 WITNESS SINGH: A THAT GOES BACK TO 

16 THE CONSERVATIVE ASSUMPTIONS. AT THE POINT 

17 THAT THE REPAIR WAS MADE, WE IDENTIFIED THAT 



18 THIS SECTION OF THE PIPE WAS A.O. SMITH, HAD 

19 A .25 WALL THICKNESS AS PART OF THE 

20 NONDESTRUCTIVE EXAMINATION AND AND THE 

21 INSPECTION WORK THAT WE DO. 

22 WE WENT BACK, AS MR. JOHNSON 

23 ARTICULATED, TO IDENTIFY THE PIPE THAT WAS 

24 INSTALLED AS PART OF THAT 1957 JOB, AND FOR 

25 THAT ENTIRE SECTION OF THE - THE LENGTH OF 

26 THAT PIPE, WE ASSUMED A LOWER SMYS VALUE AND 

27 A LOWER LONG SEAM VALUE. 

28 Q I UNDERSTAND. 
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1 A AND THAT'S EXACTLY WHAT WE DO, 

2 CONTINUOUSLY APPLY THE CONSERVATIVE 

3 ASSUMPTIONS. 

4 Q THAT WAS - THAT WAS FAR MORE THAN 

5 MY QUESTION ASKED FOR BUT THANK YOU FOR 

6 THE-

7 A I APOLOGIZE. 

8 Q - FOR THE ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

9 MR. SINGH. 

10 AT THIS TIME, YOUR HONOR, I'VE 

11 PREPARED A PACKET OF HANDOUTS SO THAT THEY 



12 CAN BE REFERENCED. WE ONLY HAVE TO CIRCULATE 

13 THEM ONCE, AND THEY'RE PROVIDED SO THEY CAN 

14 BE REFERENCED IN AN EXPEDITED FASHION. 

15 ALJ BUSHEY: WE'LL BE OFF THE RECORD. 

16 (OFF THE RECORD) 

17 ALJ BUSHEY: WE'LL BE BACK ON THE 

18 RECORD. 

19 WHILE WE WERE OFF THE RECORD, WE 

20 IDENTIFIED EXHIBIT N. IT'S COMPRISED OF 

21 SEVEN DIFFERENT DATA RESPONSES FROM PG&E. 

22 WE'RE ON THE RECORD. 

23 MR. GRUEN, WOULD YOU LIKE TO BEGIN 

24 ASKING QUESTIONS? 

25 (EXHIBIT NO. N WAS MARKED FOR 
IDENTIFICATION.) 

26 

27 MR. GRUEN: YES, YOUR HONOR. GLADLY. 

28 MR. MALKIN: I'M SORRY. YOU SAID THIS 
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1 WAS N? 

2 ALJ BUSHEY: N AS IN NANCY. 

3 MR. GRUEN: Q GENTLEMEN, MR. JOHNSON 

4 AND MR. SINGH, DO YOU HAVE A COPY OF EXHIBIT 

5 N IN FRONT OF YOU? 



6 WITNESS JOHNSON: A YES, WE JUST 

7 RECEIVED IT. 

8 WITNESS SINGH: A I DO AS WELL. 

9 Q AND REFERENCING THE FIRST E-MAIL, 

10 THIS IS A DATA RESPONSE TO ENERGY DIVISION'S 

11 DATA REQUEST 5, QUESTION 2, ATTACHMENT 48. 

12 DO YOU SEE THAT? 

13 WITNESS JOHNSON: A WELL, I'M LOOKING 

14 AT THE FIRST E-MAIL, SO THAT'S WHERE I'M AT 

15 NOW. 

16 Q TOP RIGHT CORNER. 

17 A TOP RIGHT CORNER. OKAY. 

18 Q ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH THIS 

19 DOCUMENT? 

20 A I'M - I DON'T KNOW. I HAVE TO GO 

21 THROUGH AND READ IT. 

22 Q MR. SINGH, ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH 

23 THIS DOCUMENT? 

24 WITNESS SINGH: A I HAVE TO GO BACK 

25 AND READ IT AS WELL. 

26 MR. MALKIN: YOUR HONOR, THE QUESTION 

27 IS AMBIGUOUS WHEN MR. GRUEN ASKS THIS 

28 DOCUMENT. IT IS SIX AND SEVEN PAGES OF 
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1 E-MAILS AND ATTACHMENTS. 

2 MR. GRUEN: YOUR HONOR, I RECOGNIZE 

3 THAT MR. MALKIN WOULD LIKE TO HARP ON THE 

4 VOLUME OF THIS DOCUMENT, BUT I ACTUALLY JUST 

5 SPECIFIED THAT THIS WAS ENERGY DIVISION'S 

6 DATA REQUEST 5, QUESTION 2, ATTACHMENT 48. 

7 AND THE WITNESS RECOGNIZED IT. THERE'S NOT 

8 MUCH QUESTION HERE ABOUT WHAT THE 

9 IDENTIFICATION OF THE DOCUMENT IS. 

10 ALJ BUSHEY: BUT WHAT PART OF THIS IS 

11 RELEVANT, MR. GRUEN? IF YOU COULD JUST ASK 

12 THE SUBSTANTIVE QUESTION? 

13 MR. GRUEN: YES, YOUR HONOR. 

14 Q THE-COULD YOU READ THE FIRST-

15 ALJ BUSHEY: NO, MR. GRUEN. DON'T LEAD 

16 THEM INTO THE DOCUMENT. ASK THEM A 

17 SUBSTANTIVE QUESTION. 

18 MR. GRUEN: OKAY. 

19 Q DID YOU KNOW THAT MR. HARRISON 

20 ASKED WHETHER THE PIPE WAS AT THE MILE POST 

21 2.2 WAS X-RAYED? ] 

22 WITNESS JOHNSON: A AT WHAT POINT? 

23 Q AT THE POINT WHERE THE PIPE WAS 

24 EXCAVATED. 

25 A YOU'RE TALKING ABOUT WHEN WE FIRST 

26 FOUND THE WELD? I DON'T REMEMBER THE 

27 EXACT-



28 Q WHEN YOU FIRST FOUND -
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1 A EXCUSE ME. FIRST FOUND THE LEAK? 

2 Q YES. 

3 A WHEN WE FIRST FOUND THE LEAK I 

4 RECALL THERE WAS AN E-MAIL OF SOME SORT 

5 FLOATING AROUND WHERE SOMEBODY, AND IT MAY 

6 HAVE BEEN MR. HARRISON, ASKED, DID WE DO ANY 

7 X-RAYS AT THAT POINT IN TIME. SO I DO RECALL 

8 THAT ISSUE COMING UP. BUT AGAIN, THE LEAK 

9 HAS BEEN REPAIRED AND THAT WHOLE SEGMENT HAS 

10 BEEN CUT OUT. SO IT'S GOT NOTHING TO DO WITH 

11 THE SAFETY OF THE PIPELINE SYSTEM. 

12 Q MOVING TO THE NEXT DOCUMENT IN 

13 TURN, IT'S GOT THE NEXT COVER PAGE. 

14 A NEXT COVER PAGE. 

15 Q IT SAYS R.11-13-019 AND SAFETY 

16 ENFORCEMENT DIVISION. AFTER THAT COVER PAGE 

17 IT'S AN E-MAIL FROM JOE MEDINA TO BENNIE 

18 BARNES SENT SEPTEMBER 11TH, 2013. 

19 ALJ BUSHEY: AGAIN, MR. GRUEN, IT'S NOT 

20 IMPORTANT THAT WE READ THE E-MAIL INTO THE 

21 RECORD. 



22 MR. GRUEN: OKAY. 

23 ALJ BUSHEY: WHAT SUBSTANTIVE ISSUE? 

24 MR. GRUEN: Q THE SUBSTANTIVE 

25 QUESTION, NOTE FROM SUMEET ON THE SECOND PAGE 

26 THAT TALKS ABOUT THE TRACEABILITY REGARDING 

27 THE POTENTIAL INSTALLATION AND INSTALLATION 

28 LOCATION OF RECONDITIONED PIPE ALONG LINE 
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1 147. 

2 AND JUST A CLARIFICATION FOR MR. 

3 SINGH. DOES PG&E KNOW WHETHER IT HAS 

4 RECONDITIONED PIPE ON LINE 147 IN OTHER 

5 LOCATIONS BESIDE MILEPOST 2.2? 

6 WITNESS SINGH: A THE ONLY INDICATION 

7 WE HAVE IS WHAT WE'VE ALREADY STATED THROUGH 

8 ALL THE DATA REQUESTS. WE DON'T HAVE 

9 DEFINITIVE, TRACEABLE, VERIFIABLE AND 

10 COMPLETE RECORDS THAT IT'S RECONDITIONED 

11 PIPE. BASED ON ALL THE TESTING THAT WE HAVE 

12 DONE, BASED ON SUBJECT MATTER EXPERTS THAT 

13 HAVE OPINED ON THIS SUCH AS MR. ROSENFELD, WE 

14 BELIEVE THAT IT IS RECONDITIONED PIPE, BUT IF 

15 YOU'RE ASKING, DO WE HAVE TRACEABLE, 



16 VERIFIABLE, COMPLETE RECORDS THAT SHOW THE 

17 INSTALLATION OF THAT RECONDITIONED PIPE, THE 

18 ANSWER IS NO. 

19 BUT DO WE BELIEVE NOW BASED ON ALL 

20 THE TESTING THAT WE'VE DONE THAT IT'S LIKELY 

21 RECONDITIONED PIPE? YES. AND THIS IS THE 

22 ONLY LOCATION THAT WE'VE COME ACROSS ON 147 

23 WITH THIS INDICATION. BUT AGAIN, WE HAVE 

24 STATED THIS SO MANY TIMES, I DON'T HAVE ANY 

25 CONCERNS ABOUT THE SAFETY OF THE LINE. IT'S 

26 SUCCESSFULLY STRENGTH TESTED. IT'S GOOD 

27 PIPE. 

28 Q I APPRECIATE THAT FROM BOTH OF YOU. 
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1 I HAVEN'T ASKED ABOUT THE SAFETY OF THE LINE 

2 HERE OR ANY OPINIONS. I'M JUST ASKING VERY 

3 NARROW FOCUSED QUESTIONS HERE. 

4 A OKAY. 

5 Q SO MOVING TO THE NEXT DOCUMENT 

6 AGAIN, THERE'S A PLACEHOLDER THAT TALKED -

7 THAT IS LABELED R.11-02-019 SAFETY AND 

8 ENFORCEMENT DIVISION HEARING EXHIBIT IS THE 

9 NEXT COVER PAGE FOR THE NEXT EXHIBIT. 



10 A I'M SORRY. YOU MOVED ON TO THE 

11 NEXT COVER PAGE? 

12 Q THE NEXT DOCUMENT. 

13 WITNESS JOHNSON: A IT'S 11-02-019. 

14 IS THAT WHAT YOU SAID? 

15 Q THEY'RE ALL THE SAME COVER PAGES. 

16 A THAT'S VERY HELPFUL. 

17 MR. MALKIN: IT'S THE THIRD STAPLED 

18 BATCH. 

19 WITNESS JOHNSON: A SO IS IT THE 

20 E-MAIL FROM SUMEET SAYING WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 

21 21STAT9:24 A.M.? 

22 MR. GRUEN: Q THAT'S RIGHT. 

23 WITNESS JOHNSON: A VERY GOOD. 

24 Q EXACTLY. AND ON THE FIRST PAGE FOR 

25 THIS, THE PARTICULAR JOB FILE FOR - RELATED 

26 TO THE SEGMENT WHERE THE LEAK WAS LOCATED IN 

27 OCTOBER 2012, IS THERE A COMPLETE JOB FILE, 

28 WAS THERE A COMPLETE JOB FILE IDENTIFIED OR 
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1 FOUND FOR THAT PARTICULAR SECTION OF PIPE? 

2 WITNESS SINGH: A HOW WOULD YOU DEFINE 

3 COMPLETE IN YOUR TERMS? 



4 Q WELL, HERE IT SAYS, "WE CANT FIND 

5 ANY ADDITIONAL JOB FILE INFORMATION." AND 

6 THAT WAS PROVIDED TO YOU FROM MR. HARRISON. 

7 SO COULD YOU FIND ANY JOB FILE INFORMATION ON 

8 THE LINE? 

9 A I THINK YOU'RE GOING TO HAVE TO ASK 

10 MR. HARRISON THAT QUESTION. HE DID THE 

11 RECORDS RESEARCH, AND THE RECORDS WE 

12 IDENTIFIED FOR THAT SEGMENT WERE REVIEWED BY 

13 OUR ENGINEERING TEAM. AND I'VE ALREADY 

14 STATED PREVIOUSLY THAT, DID WE HAVE 

15 SPECIFICATIONS THAT STATED THAT THAT SEGMENT 

16 WAS RECONDITIONED IN THE JOB FILE? NO, WE 

17 DID NOT. 

18 Q I'LL JUST ASK IF YOU'RE FAMILIAR 

19 WITH THIS DOCUMENT THEN? 

20 A WITH THIS, I'M SORRY, THIS DOCUMENT 

21 BEING THE ONE? 

22 Q DRA 86, QUESTION 13, ATTACHMENT 

23 499. THE E-MAIL DATED NOVEMBER 21ST, 2012, 

24 AT 9:24 A.M. FROM YOU TO MR. HARRISON. 

25 A I ABSOLUTELY RESPONDED TO IT AT 

26 THAT POINT IN TIME. NOW YOU'RE JOGGING MY 

27 MEMORY IN TERMS OF THE DETAILS. SO I'M SURE 

28 I READ IT AT THAT POINT IN TIME BEFORE 
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1 RESPONDING. 

2 Q THANK YOU. AND MOVING TO THE NEXT 

3 COVER PAGE THEN. 

4 A SURE. 

5 Q MOVING TO THE THIRD PAGE OF THE 

6 DOCUMENT. 

7 MR. MALKIN: MAY I ASK YOUR HONOR FOR 

8 CLARIFICATION. IS THAT THE THIRD POINT 

9 COUNTING THE COVER OR EXCLUDING THE COVER? 

10 ALJ BUSHEY: MR. GRUEN, WHERE ARE WE 

11 AND WHY ARE WE THERE? 

12 MR. GRUEN: YOUR HONOR, IT SAYS PAGE 3 

13 AT THE BOTTOM OF THE PAGE AND IT IS EXCLUDING 

14 THE COVER. YOUR HONOR, AT THE FIRST PAGE OF 

15 THE DOCUMENT IT STATED IT'S AN E-MAIL FROM 

16 KIRK JOHNSON DATED NOVEMBER 27TH, 2012, 9:54 

17 A.M. 

18 ALJ BUSHEY: SO YOU'RE IN THE NEXT 

19 PACK. 

20 MR. GRUEN: YES, THE NEXT PACK. 

21 ALJ BUSHEY: ALL RIGHT. 

22 MR. GRUEN: Q PAGE 3 GOING DOWN THERE 

23 ARE A COUPLE OF OTHER THINGS GOING ON WITH 

24 THIS ISSUE. AND AGAIN, THIS IS FOCUSING ON 

25 WHETHER THERE IS - THIS IS SHOWING 



26 UNCERTAINTY AS TO WHETHER THERE IS 

27 RECONDITIONED PIPE ON LINE 147 THAT WAS -

28 THAT CAME FROM LINE 101 IN 1929; ISN'T THAT 
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1 CORRECT? 

2 WITNESS JOHNSON: A WHERE ARE YOU 

3 READING THAT AGAIN? THE TOP, ARE YOU ON THE 

4 TOP OF THE PAGE 3? 

5 Q PAGE 3. 

6 A WHAT DO YOU WANT US TO READ? 

7 Q WHERE IT SAYS, "THERE ARE A COUPLE 

8 OF OTHER THINGS GOING ON WITH THIS ISSUE." 

9 A OKAY. 

10 Q AND IT SAYS, THE SECOND POINT DOWN, 

11 "WE THINK WE HAVE ESTABLISHED A WEAK LINK." 

12 THAT'S HOW IT STARTS. 

13 A OKAY. 

14 Q WOULD YOU LIKE ME TO ASK THE 

15 QUESTION AGAIN? 

16 A YES, PLEASE. 

17 Q SO DIDN'T THIS SENTENCE SHOW THAT 

18 THERE WAS UNCERTAINTY AS TO WHETHER 

19 RECONDITIONED PIPE WAS TAKEN FROM LINE 101 



20 AND PUT INTO LINE 147? 

21 A WELL, I THINK, AS MR. SINGH HAS 

22 POINTED OUT NUMEROUS TIMES, WE DON'T HAVE A 

23 TRACEABLE, VERIFIABLE RECORD, BUT WE BELIEVE 

24 THAT THIS IS RECONDITIONED PIPE IN LINE 147 

25 IN SEGMENT 109 BASED ON WHAT WE HAVE NOW 

26 SEEN. 

27 THE DATE OF THIS DOCUMENT WAS-I 

28 CANT FIND THE DATE, BUT THIS IS NOW - IT'S 
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1 AFTER NOVEMBER 16TH, RIGHT? SO WE WOULD HAVE 

2 MADE THE REPAIR ON OR ABOUT THAT TIME. 

3 Q GREAT. THANK YOU. AND MOVING ON 

4 TO THE NEXT COVER PAGE. LET ME KNOW WHEN 

5 YOU'RE THERE IF YOU WOULD, PLEASE. 

6 A IS IT THE-I GOT A DIFFERENT ONE. 

7 WHAT'S THE PAGE? 

8 Q THIS IS THE DOCUMENT THAT'S A 

9 RESPONSE TO DRA 86, QUESTION 13, ATTACHMENT 

10 475. 

11 A REVIEW OF RISKS MAOP VALIDATION? 

12 Q THAT'S RIGHT. THAT'S THE TITLE OF 

13 THE DOCUMENT. THANK YOU. AND GOING TO PAGE 



14 2, THE SENTENCE RIGHT ABOVE SECTION 2.3. 

15 A I'M SORRY. WHAT SECTION? WHAT ARE 

16 WE READING HERE? 

17 Q LET ME BACK UP. DO YOU KNOW WHO 

18 WROTE THIS DOCUMENT? 

19 A I DON'T KNOW SPECIFICALLY WHO WROTE 

20 THIS DOCUMENT. 

21 WITNESS SINGH: A I DON'T KNOW 

22 DEFINITIVELY. I CAN-

23 Q ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH THE DOCUMENT? 

24 A I MAY HAVE REVIEWED IT AT SOME 

25 POINT. I CAN'T ATTEST TO THAT. MAYBE SOME 

26 E-MAILS WITH THIS ATTACHMENT. I DON'T KNOW 

27 DEFINITIVELY. SUBJECT TO CHECK. DO YOU WANT 

28 TO REREAD THIS WHOLE DOCUMENT AT THIS POINT 
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1 IN TIME? 

2 MR. GRUEN: YOUR HONOR, WOULD PG&E 

3 STIPULATE TO THIS GOING INTO THE RECORD SINCE 

4 THE WITNESSES DON'T SEEM TO BE FAMILIAR WITH 

5 THE DOCUMENT. THIS IS A PG&E-

6 ALJ BUSHEY: MR. GRUEN, THAT MAKES 

7 ABSOLUTELY NO SENSE. IF THE WITNESSES AREN'T 



8 FAMILIAR WITH IT, THEN THEY CANT 

9 AUTHENTICATE IT AND WE CANT MOVE IT INTO THE 

10 RECORD. WHY WOULD THEY STIPULATE TO 

11 SOMETHING THEY CAN'T--

12 MR. GRUEN: BECAUSE IF MR. HARRISON 

13 WERE ON THE STAND, YOUR HONOR, I BELIEVE HE 

14 WOULD RECOGNIZE IT. 

15 ALJ BUSHEY: HE'S NEXT UP. 

16 MR. GRUEN: I MISUNDERSTOOD. I 

17 UNDERSTOOD THAT I WAS TO CROSS THE PANEL WITH 

18 THIS PARTICULAR SET OF DOCUMENTS. OKAY. 

19 ALJ BUSHEY: NOT OF MR. HARRISON'S 

20 INFORMATION. 

21 MR. GRUEN: NO PROBLEM. I CAN CROSS 

22 MR. HARRISON WITH IT THEN. THANK YOU. 

23 Q I'LL MOVE ON TO THE NEXT DOCUMENT. 

24 NEXT COVER PAGE AND GOING TO - THIS IS A 

25 DOCUMENT ENTITLED L147 SEAM TYPE JOINT 

26 DEFICIENCY PFL ERROR. AND TURNING TO PAGE 3 

27 OF THIS DOCUMENT, LET ME ASK YOU AGAIN, ARE 

28 YOU FAMILIAR, ARE EITHER OF YOU FAMILIAR WITH 
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1 THIS DOCUMENT? 



2 WITNESS SINGH: A I AM FAMILIAR WITH 

3 THE FINAL VERSION OF THIS DOCUMENT, WHICH I 

4 THINK WE'VE PREVIOUSLY DISCUSSED. AND ONE OF 

5 THE E-MAILS WAS AT MY REQUEST, THE MAOP 

6 VALIDATION TEAM, I REQUESTED THEM TO DO A 

7 ROOT CAUSE ANALYSIS OF WHY WE HAD A 

8 DISCREPANCY BETWEEN OUR FEATURES LIST AND 

9 WHAT WE FOUND. THIS LOOKS TO BE LIKE A DRAFT 

10 BECAUSE THERE'S SEVERAL INSERTIONS IN HERE 

11 THAT SAY, "EXPLAIN, REWRITE, DEFINE, EXPLAIN 

12 WHY" ON PAGE 1. 

13 SO WITH THIS PARTICULAR SPECIFIC 

14 DOCUMENT IF THAT'S THE QUESTION, I HAVE TO 

15 REREAD IT. I HAVE SEEN A FINAL VERSION OF 

16 THIS DOCUMENT, BUT IT DIDN'T HAVE SOME OF 

17 THESE INSERTIONS. 

18 Q OKAY. LET ME ASK YOU, IF YOU TURN 

19 TO PAGE 3, PLEASE, ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH THE 

20 CONCEPT THAT THE COMPLETED PIPELINE FEATURES 

21 LISTS AND THE RESULTING MAOP VALIDATION 

22 CONCLUSIONS ARE NOT A HUNDRED PERCENT ERROR 

23 FREE? 

24 A I AM ABSOLUTELY AWARE OF THAT. NOT 

25 ONLY AM I AWARE OF THAT, I FILED A TESTIMONY 

26 AS PART OF THE PSEP UPDATED FILING, AND I 

27 SPOKE TO THAT EARLIER. AND IF YOU WANT TO 

28 KNOW THE ERROR RATE, WE CAN ACTUALLY LOOK AT 
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1 THAT TABLE, WHICH IS .9 PERCENT. 

2 Q OKAY. THANK YOU, MR. SINGH. 

3 A PLEASURE. 

4 Q AND I WANT TO JUST DIRECT YOUR 

5 ATTENTION TO THE PROCESS OF ACHIEVING A ZERO 

6 ERROR RATE FOR PFLS JUST ON PAGE 3 JUST BELOW 

7 THE SECTION ENTITLED DATA QUALITY. AND IT 

8 IDENTIFIES SEVERAL THINGS. 

9 SO IS THIS A COMPLETE SET OF STEPS 

10 THAT ARE IDENTIFIED FOR CORRECTING THE ERRORS 

11 ON THE PFL FOR LINE 147? 

12 A AGAIN, I HAVE TO GO BACK AND 

13 COMPARE THIS TO THE FINAL DRAFT OR THE FINAL 

14 VERSION OF THIS THAT I REVIEWED. I CANT SIT 

15 HERE TODAY AND VALIDATE THAT FOR YOU. IF YOU 

16 WANT ME TO GO THROUGH THIS AND READ IT AND 

17 SAY AND VALIDATE, DID WE APPLY THIS FOR LINE 

18 147 AS PART OF THE RECERTIFICATION PROCESS, I 

19 COULD DO THAT FOR YOU. 

20 Q YES, PLEASE. 

21 A OKAY. 

22 ALJ BUSHEY: WAIT A MINUTE. MR. GRUEN, 

23 YOU PRESENTED A DOCUMENT THAT'S OBVIOUSLY A 



24 DRAFT. A FINAL VERSION EXISTS. SO THE 

25 WITNESS CANT AUTHENTICATE THIS. 

26 MR. GRUEN: LET ME ASK IT THIS WAY, 

27 YOUR HONOR. 

28 Q IF ALL OF THE THINGS THAT PG&E IS 
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1 DOING TO ACHIEVE A ZERO ERROR RATE FOR THE 

2 PFL ON LINE 147, HAS PG&E RETROACTIVELY 

3 APPLIED ALL OF THOSE MEASURES TO THE PFL FOR 

4 LINE 147? 

5 WITNESS SINGH: A FOR LINE 147, I 

6 MENTIONED THIS EARLIER, AS PART OF THE MAOP 

7 VALIDATION PROCESS WE MADE ENHANCEMENTS TO 

8 THE PROCESS. AND I DISCUSSED THAT AT LENGTH 

9 AT THE SEPTEMBER 6TH DIRECT HEARINGS. AND 

10 WHAT WE ALSO IDENTIFIED WAS AT THAT POINT IN 

11 TIME, THAT POINT BEING WHEN WE IDENTIFIED THE 

12 DISCREPANCY IN OCTOBER OF 2012, THE LINE 147 

13 PFL HAD NOT GONE THROUGH THE ENHANCED 

14 PROCESS. AS A RESULT OF THE DISCREPANCY WE 

15 IDENTIFIED, WE DID WHAT ANY PRUDENT OPERATOR 

16 WOULD DO. WE IDENTIFIED THE ROOT CAUSE AND 

17 WE WENT BACK AND REEVALUATED AND ASSESSED THE 



18 RECORDS FOR EVERY FOOT OF THAT PIPE, EVERY 

19 INCH OF THAT PIPE. 

20 Q SO WHEN WILL THE PROCESS BE 

21 COMPLETE FOR UPDATING THE PFL ON LINE 147? 

22 A I'M NOT SURE I UNDERSTAND YOUR 

23 QUESTION. THE PROCESS OF UPDATING THE PFLS 

24 FOR ALL OF OUR SYSTEMS IS ONGOING. IT'S PART 

25 OF OUR MAPPING PROCESS. AS WE GO OUT AND 

26 MAKE MODIFICATIONS TO OUR SYSTEM, WHAT MR. 

27 JOHNSON TESTIFIED TO EARLIER IN TERMS OF THE 

28 VALVE AUTOMATION WORK THAT'S GOING ON WITHIN 
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1 THOSE STATIONS, THAT'S NEW CONSTRUCTION. WE 

2 WILL GO AND UPDATE OUR PFLS AS WE GO IN AND 

3 MAKE UPDATES AND PHYSICALLY DO CONSTRUCTION 

4 OR REPLACE CERTAIN ASSETS OR INSTALL NEW 

5 ASSETS. IT'S AN ONGOING PROCESS. 

6 Q AM I UNDERSTANDING CORRECTLY THAT 

7 PG&E IS UNCERTAIN AS TO WHEN IT WILL COMPLETE 

8 THE ERROR CORRECTIONS ON LINE 147 FOR THE 

9 PFL? 

10 A I'M NOT SURE I'M FOLLOWING YOUR 

11 QUESTION. WHAT I'VE STATED IS THAT THE PFLS 



12 ARE A SOURCE OF OUR ASSET KNOWLEDGE 

13 INFORMATION ON A GOING-FORWARD BASIS. WE 

14 WILL STOP UPDATING THOSE PFLS ONCE WE NEVER 

15 DO ANY WORK ON OUR SYSTEM, WHICH IS 

16 IMPOSSIBLE. 

17 Q JUST TALKING ABOUT CORRECTING THE 

18 ERRORS ON THE EXISTING, THE EXISTING PFL. 

19 WHEN WILL PG&E COMPLETE THE ERROR CORRECTIONS 

20 ON THE EXISTING PFL FOR LINE 147? THAT'S ALL 

21 I'M ASKING. 

22 MR. MALKIN: OBJECTION, ASSUMES FACTS. 

23 ALJ BUSHEY: SUSTAINED. MR. GRUEN, YOU 

24 KNOW, THEY'VE BEEN TELLING US FOR THREE DAYS 

25 NOW THAT IT'S AN ONGOING PROCESS. THEY DON'T 

26 KNOW EVERYTHING THAT'S IN THE GROUND. IF 

27 THEY FIND OUT MORE THINGS, THEY'LL UPDATE 

28 THEIR RECORDS. 
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1 MR. GRUEN: UNDERSTOOD, YOUR HONOR, 

2 I'LL MOVE ON. 

3 Q MOVING TO THE NEXT DOCUMENT, THE 

4 NEXT COVER PAGE, AND THIS IS THE LAST, THE 

5 LAST ONE. AND IF YOU - THIS IS DATA 



6 RESPONSE DRA 086, QUESTION 13, ATTACHMENT 548 

7 ENTITLED LINE 147 OCTOBER 15TH LEAK REPAIR 

8 SUMMARY. ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH THIS 

9 DOCUMENT? 

10 WITNESS JOHNSON: A ASSUMING IT'S THE 

11 FINAL ONE, YES. 

12 WITNESS SINGH: A ARE YOU ALLUDING TO 

13 THIS, OKAY, OCTOBER 15TH LEAK REPAIR SUMMARY, 

14 AND THAT'S GOT THE DATE OF 21 NOVEMBER 2012? 

15 Q YES. 

16 A OKAY. WE'VE GOT THAT IN FRONT OF 

17 US. 

18 Q AND YOU'RE FAMILIAR WITH THIS 

19 DOCUMENT? 

20 A I'M ABSOLUTELY FAMILIAR WITH THIS 

21 DOCUMENT. 

22 WITNESS JOHNSON: A SEEN IT. 

23 Q IF YOU TURN TO PAGE 2 UNDER THE 

24 RECOMMENDED NEXT STEPS, POINT NO. 4 THAT PG&E 

25 RETROACTIVELY REVIEWED ALL PFLS COMPLETED AS 

26 PART OF THE MAOP VALIDATION PROJECT TO 

27 IDENTIFY AND ADDRESS ANY SIMILAR INSTANCES. 

28 I'M ASSUMING THAT MEANS SIMILAR 
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1 INSTANCES TO THE LEAK REPAIR THAT PG&E DID ON 

2 LINE 147; IS THAT CORRECT? 

3 WITNESS SINGH: A IN THIS CONTEXT IT 

4 WAS INSTANCES WHERE WE HAVE PFLS THAT HAVE 

5 NOT GONE THROUGH OUR ENHANCED QUALITY CONTROL 

6 PROCESS, THE REVISIONS THAT WE MADE. SO KEEP 

7 IN MIND, THIS DOCUMENT WAS DATED 21 ST 

8 NOVEMBER 2012. YOU ALSO PROVIDED A DRAFT 

9 VERSION OF THE ROOT CAUSE ANALYSIS. THERE'S 

10 A FINAL VERSION OF THE ROOT CAUSE ANALYSIS 

11 REPORT. THERE WERE CONCRETE RECOMMENDATIONS 

12 WITHIN THAT ROOT CAUSE ANALYSIS REPORT IN 

13 TERMS OF WHAT THE CAUSE WAS OF THE ERROR. WE 

14 VALIDATED THAT, DOES - AND ASKED THE 

15 QUESTION, DOES OUR ENHANCED PROCESS ADDRESS 

16 THOSE ERRORS? 

17 MR. GRUEN: SO AM I UNDERSTANDING 

18 CORRECTLY THAT YOU ARE STILL - STRIKE THAT. 

19 THAT'S FINE. YOUR HONOR, I HAVE ONE 

20 OR TWO MORE QUESTIONS. 

21 ALJ BUSHEY: ALL RIGHT. 

22 MR. GRUEN: Q DID YOU HAVE ANY RECORDS 

23 SHOWING THAT THE OCTOBER 2012 LEAK IDENTIFIED 

24 IN APPROXIMATELY POST MILE 2.2 ON LINE 147, 

25 DID YOU HAVE ANY RECORDS SHOWING THAT THAT 

26 LEAK EXISTED PRIOR TO WHEN IT WAS DISCOVERED? 

27 WITNESS JOHNSON: A WE WOULDN'T HAVE 



28 ANY NOTIFICATION OF A LEAK EXISTING PRIOR 
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1 UNTIL WE DISCOVERED ALEAK. 

2 Q BUT ONCE YOU DISCOVERED IT, YOU 

3 WENT BACK AND LOOKED AT THE RECORDS; ISN'T 

4 THAT RIGHT, TO SEE IF THERE WERE - IF THERE 

5 WAS A LEAK IN THE LOCATION THAT THE RECORDS 

6 SHOWED PRIOR TO THAT TIME? 

7 A WELL, WE WOULD GO BACK AND LOOK AT 

8 THE RECORDS, BUT IF THERE WAS A LEAK PRIOR, 

9 WE WOULD HAVE FIXED IT PRIOR. 

10 Q BUT WERE YOU ABLE TO IDENTIFY ANY 

11 RECORDS THAT SHOWED A LEAK IN THE LOCATION 

12 PRIOR TO THE OCTOBER 2012? 

13 A IN THAT EXACT LOCATION? 

14 Q YES. 

15 A NO. THERE WERE NO RECORDS 

16 INDICATING A LEAK IN THAT EXACT LOCATION 

17 PRIOR. 

18 MR. GRUEN: THANK YOU, YOUR HONOR. NO 

19 FURTHER QUESTIONS AT THIS TIME. 

20 ALJ BUSHEY: THANK YOU. FINAL 

21 QUESTIONS FROM ANY PARTY? 



22 (NO RESPONSE) 

23 ALJ BUSHEY: MR. MALKIN, REDIRECT. 

24 MR. MALKIN: CAN WE TAKE A PERSONAL 

25 CONVENIENCE BREAK? 

26 ALJ BUSHEY: YES. TEN MINUTES, 5 

27 MINUTES AFTER 3. 

28 (RECESS TAKEN) 
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1 ALJ BUSHEY: WE'LL BE BACK ON THE 

2 RECORD. 

3 MR. MALKIN, REDIRECT. 

4 MR. MALKIN: THANK YOU, YOUR HONOR. 

5 REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

6 BY MR. MALKIN: 

7 Q MR. SINGH, I WANT TO CLEAR UP A 

8 POINT OF CONFUSION. THE TRANSCRIPT AT PAGE 

9 2691 THROUGH 2692 QUOTES YOU AS SAYING THE 

10 FOLLOWING: 

11 IN THOSE CIRCUMSTANCES WHERE 

12 WE HAVE ACQUIRED PIPE FROM 

13 THIRD PARTY OPERATORS AND WE 

14 DIDN'T HAVE THAT 

15 INFORMATION, ABSOLUTELY WE 



16 USED THE FEDERAL MINIMUM 

17 STANDARD. 

18 WHAT DID YOU MEAN IN WHAT'S QUOTED 

19 THERE AS SAYING "WHERE WE HAVE ACQUIRED PIPE 

20 FROM THIRD PARTY OPERATORS"? 

21 WITNESS SINGH: A IT SHOULD BE 

22 ACQUIRED PIPELINES, NOT ACQUIRED PIPE, AND 

23 THAT WOULD HAVE BEEN CORRECTED AS I WOULD 

24 HAVE REVIEWED MY TRANSCRIPT AND HAD THE 

25 OPPORTUNITY TO SUBMIT THE ERRORS THAT ARE 

26 INCLUDED IN THAT TRANSCRIPT. 

27 MR. MALKIN: THANK YOU. I HAVE NOTHING 

28 FURTHER. 
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1 ALJ BUSHEY: THANK YOU. QUESTIONS FOR 

2 THE WITNESS? 

3 (NO RESPONSE) 

4 ALJ BUSHEY: HEARING NONE THEN, THE 

5 WITNESSES ARE EXCUSED. 

6 MR. MALKIN, WOULD YOU LIKE TO CALL 

7 YOUR NEXT WITNESS. 

8 MR. MALKIN: I WOULD, YOUR HONOR. PG&E 

9 CALLS DAVID HARRISON. 



10 ALJ BUSHEY: MR. HARRISON WAS CALLED 

11 EARLIER TODAY AND SWORN EARLIER TODAY. HE 

12 REMAINS UNDER OATH. 

13 DAVID HARRISON 

14 RESUMED THE STAND AND TESTIFIED FURTHER AS 

15 FOLLOWS: 

16 

17 ALJ BUSHEY: MR. MALKIN. 

18 MR. MALKIN: THANK YOU, YOUR HONOR. 

19 JUST HAVE A FEW QUESTIONS FOR MR. HARRISON. 

20 REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

21 BY MR. MALKIN: 

22 Q FOR THE SAKE OF TIME, MR. HARRISON, 

23 I'M NOT GOING TO ASK YOU ABOUT YOUR CURRENT 

24 POSITION, RESPONSIBILITIES, EDUCATIONAL AND 

25 WORK BACKGROUND. SOMEBODY ELSE MAY WANT TO, 

26 AND IF SO, THAT'S FINE. 

27 I WANT TO ASK YOU DIRECTLY -

28 MR. MEYERS: PARDON ME, YOUR HONOR. 
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1 POINT OF ORDER. HAS MR. HARRISON BEEN SWORN? 

2 ALJ BUSHEY: YES. WE DID THAT THIS 

3 MORNING. 



4 MR. MALKIN: Q I WANT TO ASK YOU 

5 DIRECTLY ABOUT AN E-MAIL THAT YOU WROTE, 

6 EVERYBODY HERE HAS READ BECAUSE IT WAS ON THE 

7 FRONT PAGE OF THE NEWSPAPER. IT'S A NOVEMBER 

8 17TH, 2012 E-MAIL IN WHICH YOU WROTE IN PART, 

9 QUOTE, "COULD THE RECENT HYDROTEST 

10 CONTRIBUTED TO ADDITIONAL CRACKING IN THIS 

11 PIPE AND ESSENTIALLY ACTIVATED A THREAT? ARE 

12 WE SITTING ON A SAN BRUNO SITUATION?" 

13 WHEN YOU WROTE THAT E-MAIL ON 

14 NOVEMBER 17TH, DID YOU THINK THAT THERE WAS A 

15 THEN EXISTING SAFETY HAZARD ON LINE 147? 

16 A NO. 

17 Q THEN WHAT WAS YOUR PURPOSE IN 

18 WRITING THE E-MAIL? 

19 A THE PURPOSE IN THE E-MAIL WAS SORT 

20 OF DUE DILIGENCE. I WANTED TO MAKE SURE THAT 

21 WE HAD THOUGHT OF ALL THE ISSUES AND ANY 

22 POSSIBLE CONCERNS WITH THE PIPELINE AT THE 

23 TIME. AND I WAS TRYING TO GET THE OTHER 

24 PEOPLE TO THINK ABOUT THOSE POSSIBILITIES. 

25 MY REFERENCE TO SAN BRUNO IS NOT IN 

26 THE SENSE OF A FAILED PIPELINE. IT'S WHAT WE 

27 LEARNED FROM AN ENGINEERING POINT OF VIEW, 

28 FROM AN MAOP POINT OF VIEW FROM SAN BRUNO, 
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1 AND THAT IS THAT THE PIPE WASN'T WHAT WE 

2 EXPECTED IT TO BE. SO IT WAS THINKING ABOUT 

3 IT FROM THAT POINT OF VIEW, THAT IF THIS PIPE 

4 WASN'T WHAT WE EXPECTED IT TO BE, THEN COULD 

5 IT BE SOMETHING THAT WOULD BE A PROBLEM FOR 

6 US. 

7 Q NOW, THIS AND OTHER E-MAILS THAT 

8 YOU WILL PROBABLY BE SHOWN ON 

9 CROSS-EXAMINATION, YOU RAISED A NUMBER OF 

10 QUESTIONS AND ISSUES WITH RESPECT TO LINE 

11 147. WERE THOSE ISSUES RESOLVED? 

12 A YES, THEY WERE. SO THE E-MAIL WENT 

13 OUT LIKE THE 17TH, AND THEN SOON AFTER, YOU 

14 KNOW, WITHIN DAYS OF THAT WE HAD SOME 

15 CONFERENCE CALLS AND CALLS AMONG THE GROUPS. 

16 AND THERE'S A VARIETY OF E-MAILS AROUND. AND 

17 WE BASICALLY CAME TO THE CONCLUSION THAT WE 

18 WERE GOING TO KEEP THE PIPELINE AT 300 POUNDS 

19 UNTIL WE HAD THE LEAK - PIECE OF PIPE FOR 

20 THE LEAK REMOVED AND EXAMINED TO MAKE SURE 

21 THAT WE DIDN'T HAVE ANY POTENTIAL PROBLEMS ON 

22 IT. AND THAT WAS PERFECTLY SAFE AS FAR AS I 

23 WAS CONCERNED. THAT WAS THE RIGHT DECISION 

24 TO MAKE. 

25 Q WHO WERE THE GROUPS THAT WERE 

SB GT&S 0255557 



26 INVOLVED IN THESE CONFERENCE CALLS? 

27 A IT WAS ALL THE MAJOR GROUPS. THERE 

28 WAS INTEGRITY MANAGEMENT, THE PIPELINE 
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1 ENGINEERS, GAS CONTROL, MAOP VALIDATION. SO 

2 THOSE WERE ALL THE MAJOR GROUPS. 

3 Q WAS THE PSEP, PIPELINE SAFETY 

4 ENHANCEMENT PLAN GROUP ALSO INVOLVED? 

5 A I BELIEVE SO, YES. YEAH. 

6 Q DO YOU HAVE ANY REGRETS ABOUT 

7 WRITING THAT E-MAIL? 

8 A IT MADE IT TO THE PAPERS. SO 

9 THAT'S ONE I REGRET HEAVILY. IF I HAD TO DO 

10 IT OVER AGAIN, I WOULD HAVE WORDED IT 

11 DIFFERENTLY, ESPECIALLY IF I KNEW IT WAS 

12 GOING TO END UP IN THE PAPERS. IT CREATED A 

13 LOT OF SWIRL, A LOT OF WORK THAT'S BEEN 

14 UNNECESSARY. 

15 BUT THE IDEA AGAIN BEHIND IT WAS TO 

16 MAKE SURE THAT WE WERE DOING THE RIGHT THING. 

17 THAT'S WHAT I WAS TRYING TO GET ACROSS. AND 

18 SO THAT I DON'T REGRET ASKING THE QUESTION 

19 THAT WE WANT TO MAKE SURE WE DO THE RIGHT 



20 THING TO THE PIPELINE. ] 

21 Q AMONG OTHER THINGS, AT ONE POINT IN 

22 THE DIALOG ABOUT THIS YOU ASKED WHETHER THE 

23 PIPE WHERE THE LEAK HAD OCCURRED HAD BEEN 

24 X-RAYED. DO YOU RECALL THAT? 

25 A RIGHT. 

26 Q AND THAT WASN'T DONE, WAS IT? 

27 A NO, IT WASN'T. 

28 Q ARE YOU CONCERNED ABOUT THE FACT 
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1 THAT IT WASN'T DONE? 

2 A I MEAN AT THE TIME WE WERE TALKING 

3 ABOUT TAKING THE PRESSURE BACK UP, SO THAT IS 

4 WHY I WAS ASKING THE QUESTION. AND THE END 

5 RESULT, AGAIN THERE WITHIN DAYS, WE DECIDED 

6 NO, WE ARE GOING TO MAINTAIN THE PRESSURE AT 

7 THE LOWER PRESSURE. SO, NO, I WASN'T 

8 CONCERNED IF WE WERE MAINTAINING THE PRESSURE 

9 UNTIL WE GOT THE PIECE CUT OUT AND EXAMINED. 

10 Q YOU MENTIONED GETTING THE PIECE CUT 

11 OUT AND EXAMINED. THERE HAS BEEN PRIOR 

12 DISCUSSION ABOUT THAT. TO YOUR MIND, WAS 

13 CUTTING THE PIECE OUT AND EXAMINING IT IN THE 



14 LABORATORY, AS ANAMET AND EXPONENT HAVE DONE, 

15 AS GOOD AS, NOT AS GOOD AS, BETTER THAN 

16 X-RAYING THE PIPE? 

17 A WAY BETTER THAN X-RAY. SO, YES, 

18 CUTTING THE PIECE OF PIPE OUT AND EXAMINING 

19 THE LABORATORY IS MUCH MORE INFORMATIVE THAN 

20 DOING THE X-RAY. 

21 Q LET'S TALK BRIEFLY ABOUT AO SMITH 

22 PIPE. YOU GAVE SOME TESTIMONY EARLIER THIS 

23 MORNING ABOUT TESTING THAT PIPE. AND I WANT 

24 TO ASK YOU: GENERALLY, DO YOU HAVE A SAFETY 

25 CONCERN ABOUT THE PRESENCE OF AO SMITH PIPE 

26 IN PG&E'S SYSTEM? 

27 A NO, THE AO SMITH PIPE HAS BEEN VERY 

28 RELIABLE FOR US. IT HAS BEEN, YOU KNOW, GOOD 
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1 PIPE FOR US. IT IS OLDER PIPE, BUT IT HAS 

2 BEEN VERY GOOD. WE'VE DONE THE TEST. IN THE 

3 HISTORICAL DOCUMENTS I'VE SEEN TESTS OVER THE 

4 YEARS OF IT. WE REEXAMINED IT EVERY 10 TO 20 

5 YEARS. ALL THE TESTS ARE CONSISTENT. WE HAD 

6 IT RETESTED AGAIN THIS SUMMER, LIKE I STATED 

7 EARLIER. SO I THINK AO SMITH PIPE IS GOOD 



8 PIPE FOR US. 

9 Q MR. SINGH MENTIONED EARLIER THAT 

10 YOU WERE THE PERSON WHO WOULD KNOW MOST ABOUT 

11 WHETHER - WHAT PG&E'S PURCHASE RECORDS 

12 SHOWED WITH RESPECT TO THE MINIMUM, SPECIFIED 

13 MINIMUM YIELD STRENGTH OF AO SMITH PIPE. WAS 

14 HE RIGHT ABOUT THAT? 

15 A THAT IS RIGHT. SO THE MINIMUM, 

16 SPECIFIED MINIMUM YIELD STRENGTH THAT WE SHOW 

17 IN CONTRACTS WITH AO SMITH DATING FROM '29, 

18 THEY SHOW - SOME OF THE CONTRACTS SHOW 

19 33,000, SOME OF THEM SHOW 35,000, AND SOME OF 

20 THEM SHOW 42,000. SO WE BOUGHT A VARIETY OF 

21 PIPE FROM AO SMITH, AND THE LOWEST VALUE IS 

22 33,000. SO THAT IS WHY WE SORT OF 

23 AUTOMATICALLY GO BACK TO 33,000. 

24 Q INDEPENDENT OF WHATEVER PG&E'S 

25 INTEGRITY MANAGEMENT PROGRAM DOES OR THE 

26 PIPELINE SAFETY ENHANCEMENT PLAN DOES, DO YOU 

27 BELIEVE THAT PG&E NEEDS TO DIG UP ALL 

28 RECONDITIONED AO SMITH PIPE IN ITS SYSTEM? 
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1 A NO. 



2 Q WHY IS THAT? 

3 A THE RECONDITIONED PIPE IS, LIKE I 

4 SAID, IS FINE PIPE. ACTUALLY, THE 

5 RECONDITIONED PIPE IS BETTER PIPE, IN A WAY, 

6 BECAUSE THE EARLIER PIPE HAD DIFFERENT GIRTH 

7 WELDS ON IT. THIS PIPE HAS THE GIRTH - THE 

8 ORIGINAL GIRTH WELDS ARE GONE NOW. SO THIS 

9 IS ACTUALLY BETTER PIPE, BECAUSE THOSE 

10 ORIGINAL GIRTH WELDS ARE GONE. IT HAS BEEN 

11 RECONDITIONED. IT HAS BEEN LOOKED AT AGAIN, 

12 AND PUT BACK IN THE GROUND. 

13 Q THANK YOU. I WANT TO ASK YOU A FEW 

14 QUESTIONS ABOUT HYDROTESTING. 

15 FIRST, DO YOU CONSIDER YOURSELF TO 

16 BE AN EXPERT IN HYDROTESTING? 

17 A NO. 

18 Q WHO WOULD YOU CONSIDER TO BE A 

19 HYDROTESTING EXPERT? 

20 A MR. ROSENFELD. 

21 Q SO DO YOU HAVE ANY CONCERNS TODAY 

22 ABOUT THE HYDROTESTING THAT WAS DONE ON LINE 

23 147? 

24 A NO, I DON'T. I THINK HYDROTESTING 

25 WAS DONE CORRECTLY. AGAIN, MY POINT OF MY 

26 E-MAILS AND THE COMMUNICATION WAS TO MAKE 

27 SURE THAT MR. ROSENFELD OR SOMEBODY OF HIS 

28 CALIBER DID REVIEW IT. 
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1 I MEAN THE TIME WHEN I WROTE THE 

2 E-MAIL, I HAD JUST COME OFF TESTIMONY IN THE 

3 RECORDS Oil. AND SO I KNEW PEOPLE WOULD BE 

4 INTERESTED IN WHAT WE FOUND OUT, AND THEY 

5 WOULD BE INTERESTED IN THIS. AND I WANTED TO 

6 MAKE SURE WE GATHERED ALL THE INFORMATION 

7 THAT WE COULD AND ANSWERED ALL THE QUESTIONS 

8 BEFORE OTHER PEOPLE STARTED ASKING THEM. 

9 Q DO YOU HAVE AN OPINION ABOUT 

10 WHETHER LINE 147 IS SAFE TO OPERATE TODAY AT 

11 330 PSI? 

12 A YEAH, I THINK THE LINE IS FINE AT 

13 330. THE PIPELINE IS TESTED TO TWICE THAT. 

14 WE'VE NEVER - YOU KNOW, THE DOCUMENTATION 

15 THAT I'VE SEEN DOESN'T SHOW ANY KIND OF A 

16 PROBLEM WITH THOSE KIND OF PRESSURE TEST 

17 RATIOS. MR. ROSENFELD TESTIFIED TO ALL THAT. 

18 HE IS REALLY THE EXPERT ON IT. EVERYTHING 

19 THAT I KNOW IS CONSISTENT WITH THAT. 

20 AND SO, YEAH, I THINK IT IS 

21 PERFECTLY SAFE AT 330 POUNDS. 

22 MR. MALKIN: I HAVE NOTHING FURTHER, 

23 YOUR HONOR. MR. HARRISON IS AVAILABLE FOR 



24 CROSS-EXAMINATION. 

25 ALJ BUSHEY: THANK YOU, MR. MALKIN. 

26 WHO WOULD LIKE TO GO FIRST? 

27 MS. PAULL: I HAVE JUST A FEW 

28 QUESTIONS. 
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1 ALJ BUSHEY: MS. PAULL, OKAY. 

2 CROSS-EXAMINATION 

3 BY MS. PAULL: 

4 Q MR. HARRISON, I'M KAREN PAULL FOR 

5 THE OFFICE OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES. I HAVE 

6 JUST A FEW QUESTIONS. 

7 YOU SAID EARLIER YOU DON'T REGRET 

8 RAISING THE QUESTIONS YOU'VE RAISED WHEN YOU 

9 FOUND OUT ABOUT LINE 147, RIGHT? 

10 A THAT IS CORRECT. 

11 Q SO DO YOU FEEL THAT THE CONCERNS 

12 THAT YOU'VE RAISED THEN WERE VALID CONCERNS? 

13 A AT THE TIME, YES. I THINK SO, YES. 

14 Q AND ONE OF THOSE CONCERNS WAS THAT 

15 THE - IF THE PIPE IS DIFFERENT FROM WHAT 

16 PG&E THOUGHT, IT COULD - THAT COULD AFFECT 

17 HOW IT WAS PRIORITIZED FOR PURPOSES OF THE 



18 PSEP PROGRAM. IS THAT TRUE? 

19 A WELL, YES. YES, IT COULD AFFECT 

20 THE PSEP PRIORITY POTENTIALLY. THAT IS WHY I 

21 WAS ASKING THE QUESTION ABOUT THE PSEP 

22 PRIORITY. 

23 I AM NOT THAT FAMILIAR WITH THEIR 

24 DECISION TREE. I KNOW THEY HAVE A DECISION 

25 TREE. I KNOW IT CONSIDERS AO SMITH PIPE, I 

26 BELIEVE, SOMEWHERE IN IT, BUT I DON'T KNOW 

27 THE LOGIC OF IT EXACTLY. SO THAT IS WHY I 

28 WAS ASKING THAT QUESTION. 
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1 Q YES, BUT YOU KNEW ENOUGH TO KNOW IT 

2 COULD AFFECT WHETHER THE PIPE WAS SLATED FOR 

3 TESTING OR REPLACING? 

4 A THAT IS RIGHT, YES. 

5 Q DO YOU KNOW IF IN FACT-IF PG&E 

6 HAD KNOWN WHAT THE PIPE - THE TRUE 

7 CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PIPE, IF IT WOULD HAVE 

8 BEEN SLATED FOR TESTING AS OPPOSED TO 

9 REPLACEMENT, DO YOU KNOW? 

10 A I MEAN I GOT THE ANSWER BACK FROM 

11 MY E-MAIL THAT GIVEN IT WAS TESTED, IT WOULD 



12 NOT BE SLATED FOR REPLACEMENT. BUT BEYOND 

13 THAT, YOU KNOW, IT IS A BETTER QUESTION FOR 

14 PSEP. I DON'T KNOW THE DECISION TREE THAT 

15 WELL. 

16 Q BUT IT IS YOUR UNDERSTANDING-

17 NOW, WE KNOW THAT 147 HAS BEEN HYDROTESTED, 

18 SO THAT IS DONE. BUT IF WE ARE TALKING ABOUT 

19 PIPES THAT HAVE NOT YET BEEN TESTED OR 

20 REPLACED. 

21 MR. MALKIN: OBJECTION, IRRELEVANT. 

22 ALJ BUSHEY: THAT ISN'T WITHIN THE 

23 SCOPE OF OUR HEARING. WE ARE TALKING ABOUT 

24 LINE 147. 

25 MS. PAULL: OKAY THEN, I'M DONE. 

26 ALJ BUSHEY: THANK YOU. 

27 MR. GRUEN. 

28 MR. GRUEN: YES, YOUR HONOR. 
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1 CROSS-EXAMINATION 

2 BY MR. GRUEN: 

3 Q MR. HARRISON, DO YOU HAVE IN FRONT 

4 OF YOU EXHIBIT N AS IN NANCY? 

5 A YES. 



6 Q AND DURING THE BREAK I APPROACHED 

7 COUNSEL AND JUST ASKED THEM TO PROVIDE YOU A 

8 COPY FOR PURPOSES OF REVIEW. AND I JUST 

9 WANTED TO ASK YOU IF THERE IS ANY DOCUMENT IN 

10 THIS EXHIBIT THAT YOU ARE NOT FAMILIAR WITH? 

11 A I BELIEVE THAT I'M FAMILIAR. I'VE 

12 SEEN THEM ALL BEFORE, YES. 

13 Q OKAY, THANK YOU. AND JUST 

14 REGARDING A COUPLE OF-ONE OF THE 

15 DOCUMENTS. CAN - HAVE YOU FOUND THE JOB 

16 FILE RELATED TO THE PIECE OF PIPE THAT WAS -

17 THAT WHERE THE OCTOBER 2012 LEAK WAS FOUND? 

18 A WELL, WE HAD A JOB FILE BUT IT ONLY 

19 HAD ABOUT 6 TO 8 DOCUMENTS IN IT. IT HAD THE 

20 MOST CRITICAL STUFF. IT HAD THE STRENGTH 

21 TEST PRESSURE REPORT. IT HAD A DRAWING IN 

22 IT. IT WAS OBVIOUSLY NOT THE FULL JOB FILE. 

23 SO THAT IS WHAT WE WENT ON THE HUNT FOR. 

24 THAT IS WHERE WE FOUND THERE WAS A 1963 

25 LAWSUIT AND PULLED THE JOB FILE FOR THE 

26 LAWSUIT, AND THE JOB FILE NEVER MADE IT BACK 

27 TO US. 

28 Q AND OF THE JOB FILE THAT WAS 
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1 REMAINING THAT YOU DID SEEK, WERE THE 

2 AS-BUILTS LEFT IN THAT PARTICULAR -

3 A YES. AS I REMEMBER, THERE WERE 

4 AS-BUILTS IN THERE FOR THE JOB, YES. 

5 Q OKAY. TURNING TO, IT IS THE 

6 DOCUMENT THAT IS DRA-86 QUESTION 13A 

7 ATTACHMENT 475. I BELIEVE IT IS THE SECOND, 

8 NO, THIRD TO LAST IN THE SET. IT IS ENTITLED 

9 REVIEW OF RISKS MAOP VALIDATION. 

10 A OKAY. 

11 Q ARE YOU THERE? 

12 A YES. 

13 Q ON THE SECOND PAGE ABOVE SECTION 

14 2.3 THAT SAYS LEAK ON RECENTLY TESTED PIPE, 

15 IT SAYS: IF WE CANNOT SHOW THE RECONDITIONED 

16 PIPE IS INDICATED IN THE JOB FILES, WE MAY 

17 WANT TO SAY THAT ALL UNKNOWN LONG SEAM PIPE 

18 INSTALLED PRIOR TO 1965 MUST BE EXCAVATED TO 

19 DETERMINE THE LONG SEAM. 

20 DO YOU STILL AGREE WITH THAT 

21 STATEMENT? 

22 A WELL, I DIDN'T AGREE WITH IT AT THE 

23 TIME THAT I WROTE IT NECESSARILY. THESE 

24 ARE - YOU ARE LOOKING AT A VERY DRAFT 

25 DOCUMENT. AND I PREPARE THESE, AND THEY GET 

26 EDITED. 

27 SO THE - SORT OF MY JOB IN 



28 PREPARING THEM IS TO MAKE SURE THAT I INCLUDE 
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1 EVERYTHING IN THERE. SO ANYTHING THAT MIGHT 

2 POSSIBLY NEED TO BE DONE, SOMEBODY WANT TO 

3 DO, SOMEBODY WOULD ORDER US TO DO, ALL THOSE 

4 GET INCLUDED IN THE DOCUMENTS SO THAT THEY 

5 CAN THEN GET EDITED AND EVALUATED. 

6 AND IT IS SORT OF LIKE MY E-MAIL TO 

7 BEGIN WITH, THAT IS WHY I SORT OF THINK IN 

8 THOSE MODES, MAKING SURE THAT EVERYTHING IS 

9 COVERED. AND SO THIS DOCUMENT WAS WRITTEN IN 

10 THAT SENSE. 

11 Q THANK YOU. AND JUST - I CAN REFER 

12 YOU BACK TO EXHIBIT I, BUT I DON'T THINK IT 

13 IS NECESSARY. THERE WAS A SPREADSHEET ON THE 

14 LAST PAGE WHERE WE WERE IDENTIFYING THE 1300 

15 OR SO FEET OF PIPE IN SEGMENT 109. 

16 JUST REGARDING THAT, ARE YOU 

17 COMFORTABLE WITH THE ASSUMPTION THAT ALL 

18 APPROXIMATELY 1300 FEET OF PIPE IN SEGMENT 

19 109 ARE AO SMITH? 

20 A I'M COMFORTABLE WITH IT, YES. I 

21 THINK THAT IS A VALID ASSUMPTION. 



22 IT IS SORT OF LIKE KIRK AND SUMEET 

23 REFERENCED. UNTIL WE REPLACE IT OR DIG IT UP 

24 OR SOMETHING ELSE, WE CANT BE ABSOLUTELY 

25 SURE WHAT THAT IS. BUT BASED ON ALL THE JOB 

26 FILES WE'VE GONE THROUGH, ALL THE 

27 INFORMATION, THE DOCUMENTATION AND THE FIELD 

28 WORK THAT, YOU KNOW, THAT PEOPLE HAVE DONE 
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1 DIGGING THOSE THINGS UP, A GIVEN JOB IS 

2 TYPICALLY THE SAME TYPE OF PIPE. AND SO WE 

3 WOULD EXPECT TO BE THAT SAME PIPE FOR THE 

4 1300 FEET. 

5 MR. GRUEN: NO FURTHER QUESTIONS AT 

6 THIS TIME. 

7 ALJ BUSHEY: THANK YOU, MR. GRUEN. 

8 MS. STROTTMAN. 

9 CROSS-EXAMINATION 

10 BY MS. STROTTMAN: 

11 Q MR. HARRISON, GOOD AFTERNOON. I'M 

12 BRIT STROTTMAN ON BEHALF OF THE CITY OF SAN 

13 CARLOS. 

14 DO YOU HAVE EXHIBIT N IN FRONT OF 

15 YOU? 



16 A WHICH ONE? 

17 Q THAT IS THE LARGE PACKET OF 

18 E-MAILS. 

19 A RIGHT. 

20 Q IN LOOKING AT THE E-MAIL AT ISSUE 

21 WHICH IS THE SATURDAY, NOVEMBER 17TH, 2012, 

22 E-MAIL. 

23 A FIRST DOCUMENT? 

24 Q FIRST PAGE, YES. 

25 SO WHEN YOU DRAFTED THIS E-MAIL -

26 A JUST TO BE SURE, YOU ARE TALKING 

27 ABOUT? 

28 Q WHERE IT STARTS WITH: I'M GUESSING 
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1 THAT YOU DIDN'T X-RAY ANYTHING ON THIS PIPE? 

2 A BOTTOM OF THE FIRST PAGE? 

3 Q YES. 

4 A OKAY. 

5 Q SO WHEN YOU DRAFTED THIS E-MAIL ON 

6 NOVEMBER 17TH, 2012, DID YOU KNOW THAT A 2011 

7 HYDROTEST HAD BEEN COMPLETED? 

8 A YES. 

9 Q AND YOU STILL RAISED THESE ISSUES 



10 LISTED IN THIS E-MAIL, EVEN THOUGH YOU KNEW 

11 THAT THE 2011 HYDROTEST HAD BEEN COMPLETED? 

12 A THAT IS RIGHT. MY CONCERN, AGAIN, 

13 WAS TO MAKE SURE THAT SOMEBODY LIKE ROSENFELD 

14 EVALUATED IT. WE HAD A HYDROTEST. WE HAD A 

15 LEAK TWO YEARS LATER. IT IS UNUSUAL. THE 

16 PIPE IS SOMETHING THAT WE DIDN'T EXPECT. 

17 I FELT THAT IT WAS SAFE, BUT I'M 

18 NOT THE EXPERT. SO I WANTED SOMEBODY LIKE 

19 ROSENFELD OR ZACH HALBERT TO EVALUATE WHAT WE 

20 FOUND AND HAVE THEM MAKE A JUDGMENT ABOUT 

21 WHETHER THEY THOUGHT THERE WAS A PROBLEM 

22 THERE, OR NOT. 

23 Q BUT YOU STILL RAISED ALL THESE 

24 CONCERNS EVEN THOUGH YOU KNEW A 2011 

25 HYDROTEST HAD BEEN COMPLETED? 

26 A YES. AGAIN, I WANTED TO BE SURE. 

27 Q AND I JUST WANTED TO BREAK DOWN A 

28 FEW THINGS FROM THIS E-MAIL. YOU RAISED A 
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1 CONCERN ABOUT THE X - THAT THE PIPE HAD NOT 

2 BEEN X-RAYED? 

3 A RIGHT. 



4 Q IS THAT CORRECT? 

5 A THAT IS CORRECT. 

6 Q AND NOW THAT IS NOT A CONCERN FOR 

7 YOU? 

8 A NO, BECAUSE THE ISSUE WOULD BE THAT 

9 YOU'VE GOT THIS SMALL AREA OF A LEAK. AND SO 

10 YOU COULD POTENTIALLY X-RAY THE AREA AROUND 

11 THE LEAK TO SEE IF THERE WAS ADDITIONAL WALL 

12 THICKNESS LOSS, OR OTHER PROBLEMS AROUND 

13 THERE THAT WERE INTERIOR TO THE PIPE THAT YOU 

14 COULDN'T SEE FROM THE OUTSIDE. THAT WOULD BE 

15 WHAT MY CONCERN WAS. 

16 AND AT THIS POINT IN TIME, YOU 

17 KNOW, WE BASICALLY HAVE CUT OUT THAT PIECE 

18 AND COMPLETELY REMOVED IT AND EXAMINED IT. 

19 THERE WAS NO INTERNAL KIND OF DAMAGE. AND 

20 SO, NO, AT THIS POINT THERE IS NOT A CONCERN 

21 ABOUT THAT. 

22 Q AND SO YOU ALSO RAISED A CONCERN 

23 ABOUT CRACKS IN ANY OTHER WAY OTHER THAN 

24 VISUAL, WHICH IS YOUR SECOND QUESTION. NOW 

25 YOU DON'T HAVE ANY CONCERNS ABOUT THAT ISSUE? 

26 A RIGHT. SAME THING AGAIN, BECAUSE 

27 NOW THE PIECE HAS BEEN TAKEN OUT, IT HAS BEEN 

28 EXAMINED. PEOPLE HAVE LOOKED AT IT AND 
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1 DETERMINED THERE WAS NO CRACK GROWTH. YOU 

2 KNOW, THERE WAS NO CRACK, ACTIVE CRACK OR 

3 ANYTHING IN THE AREA THAT WASN'T RELATED. 

4 THERE WASN'T ANY CRACKS RELATED TO THE LEAK. 

5 AND SO, AGAIN, THAT IS WHAT I 

6 WANTED TO - THAT IS WHAT I WAS ASKING ABOUT, 

7 AND WE HAVE THOSE ANSWERS NOW. 

8 Q THEN YOU ASKED ANOTHER - YOU 

9 RAISED ANOTHER CONCERN IS THIS WHOLE 

10 BACKFILL. NOW YOU DON'T HAVE ANY CONCERNS 

11 ABOUT THAT ISSUE? 

12 A WELL, NO, THAT IS JUST REFERENCE TO 

13 WHETHER THEY BACKFILLED THE HOLE, OR NOT. SO 

14 BASICALLY IF THE PIPE WAS STILL - IF THE 

15 HOLE WAS STILL OPEN AND THE PIPE WAS STILL 

16 EXPOSED, IT WOULD BE RELATIVELY EASY FOR THEM 

17 TO X-RAY. BUT IF THE HOLE IS ALREADY 

18 BACKFILLED, THEN YOU WOULD HAVE TO GO GET, 

19 PULL A PERMIT AGAIN AND GET THE HOLE DUG UP. 

20 THAT IS ALL I WAS REFERRING TO. 

21 Q AND THEN YOU FLAGGED ANOTHER ISSUE 

22 THAT THIS WAS A 1929 PIPE THAT WAS RECENTLY 

23 TESTED TO 1.5 TIME THE MAOP IN 2011. 

24 SO YOU NO LONGER HAVE A CONCERN 

25 ABOUT THAT ISSUE? 



26 A NO. THE - I MEAN THAT KIND OF 

27 GOES INTO THE AO SMITH DISCUSSION IN THAT IT 

28 IS 1929 PIPE. WE'VE HAD GOOD LUCK WITH 1929 
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1 PIPE, BUT I STILL WANTED TO MAKE SURE THAT 

2 SOMEBODY LIKE ROSENFELD DIDN'T KNOW OF 

3 ANYTHING ELSE THAT WE DON'T KNOW ABOUT. 

4 BUT, NO, AT THIS POINT I DON'T HAVE 

5 ANY MORE CONCERNS ABOUT THAT. 

6 Q THEN YOU ALSO FLAGGED A CONCERN 

7 THAT IT IS A THIN WALL PIPE, AND NOW WE FOUND 

8 EXTERNAL CORROSION. 

9 NOW YOU DON'T HAVE CONCERN ABOUT 

10 THAT ISSUE? 

11 A RIGHT. BECAUSE, AGAIN, THE PIPE 

12 WAS DUG UP. WE EVALUATED IT. THERE IS NO 

13 UNUSUAL CORROSION. THERE IS NO INTERNAL 

14 CORROSION AT ALL VIRTUALLY ON THIS PIPELINE. 

15 AND THE REFERENCE TO THINNER WALL 

16 PIPE, PEOPLE HAVE ASKED ME ABOUT THAT. THAT 

17 IS JUST THAT THIS IS .250 WALL PIPE. THE 

18 OTHER PIPE AROUND IT WAS .281 WALL AND .312 

19 WALL. SO ALL THE SURROUNDING PIPE WAS 



20 HEAVIER WALL THAN THIS PIPE. THAT IS WHAT MY 

21 REFERENCE TO THINNER WALL PIPE IS. 

22 Q AND THEN YOU RAISED ANOTHER 

23 CONCERN, COULD THE RECENT HYDROTEST 

24 CONTRIBUTED TO ADDITIONAL CRACKING IN THIS 

25 PIPE, AND ESSENTIALLY ACTIVATED A THREAT. 

26 AND THAT IS NO LONGER A CONCERN TO 

27 YOU? 

28 A THAT IS THE WHOLE ISSUE WITH 
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1 BRINGING IN ROSENFELD AND HAVING THE PIECE 

2 CUT OUT, ANAMET AND EXPONENT EXAMINATION OF 

3 IT. IT IS SORT OF DUE DILIGENCE. WE CHECKED 

4 IT ALL OUT. THERE IS NO CRACKS. THERE IS NO 

5 ISSUES THERE. AND WE RAN THAT TO THE GROUND. 

6 THAT WAS WHAT I WANTED TO GET DONE, SEE DONE. 

7 Q AND THEN THE STATEMENT ARE WE 

8 SITTING ON A SAN BRUNO SITUATION. NOW YOU 

9 ARE SAYING THAT YOU DIDN'T MEAN A POTENTIAL 

10 RUPTURE. SO YOU ARE BACKTRACKING ON THAT 

11 STATEMENT? 

12 A NO, I'M NOT BACKTRACKING. BECAUSE 

13 WHAT I'M SAYING IS THAT - I'M REFERRING TO 



14 IT AS AN ENGINEER. I WROTE THE E-MAIL TO TWO 

15 OTHER ENGINEERS. SO I'M TALKING ABOUT IT 

16 FROM AN ENGINEERING PERSPECTIVE. 

17 AGAIN, WHAT DID WE LEARN ON SAN 

18 BRUNO? WHAT WE LEARNED THERE FROM AN MAOP 

19 EVALUATION AND ENGINEER POINT OF VIEW, IS 

20 THAT THE PIPE IS NOT ALWAYS WHAT WE THINK IT 

21 IS. AND SO IS THERE A POSSIBILITY THAT THE 

22 PIPE IS DIFFERENT IN ANY WAY? 

23 AND THE WAY THAT REALLY COMES OUT 

24 IS, YOU KNOW, HOW TO PROVE THAT TO YOURSELF 

25 IS, AGAIN, THE THINGS WE'VE BEEN TALKING 

26 ABOUT WITH THE YIELD. WE TOOK THE PIPE. WE 

27 TESTED IT TO YIELD. WE DIDN'T TEST IT TO 

28 YIELD, WE TESTED IT AND IT DIDN'T YIELD. AND 
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1 SO, YOU KNOW, AT THE PRESSURES WE TESTED IT 

2 AT WE ARE TALKING ABOUT RUNNING IT AT 330 

3 POUNDS. SO WE TESTED IT TO MORE THAN TWICE 

4 WHAT WE WERE GOING TO BE OPERATING AT AND 

5 THAT IS A SUBSTANTIAL TEST MARGIN. 

6 ESSENTIALLY WHAT THE TEST IS, YOU 

7 KNOW, YOU ARE DOING A STRENGTH TEST. YOU ARE 



8 TESTING IT. SO YOU WANT TO TRY AND MAKE THE 

9 PIPE FAIL. SO COULD - THE QUESTION YOU HAVE 

10 TO ASK YOURSELF IS COULD ANYTHING HAVE 

11 SURVIVED THIS STRENGTH TEST THAT WOULD THEN 

12 BE A PROBLEM AT THE OPERATING PRESSURE? AND 

13 THIS OPERATING PRESSURE, LIKE I SAID, WE 

14 TESTED IT AT TWO TIMES RATIO. 

15 AND SO, NO, I DON'T BELIEVE 

16 ANYTHING WOULD BE A PROBLEM. BUT I WANTED, 

17 AGAIN, INDUSTRY EXPERTS TO TAKE A LOOK AT IT 

18 BECAUSE - TO MAKE SURE THAT THERE WASN'T A 

19 PROBLEM, THERE WASN'T ANYTHING GOING ON. 

20 Q OKAY. I'M GOING TO HAVE YOU, 

21 PLEASE, IT IS 16 PAGES AFTER THE FIRST PAGE, 

22 IF YOU WOULDN'T MIND. THESE E-MAILS AREN'T 

23 NUMBERED. THERE ARE NO PAGE NUMBERS ON HERE, 

24 SO I APOLOGIZE YOU HAVE TO COUNT. THE 16TH 

25 PAGE AFTER THE COVER PAGE. 

26 A WHICH PACKAGE IS THAT? 

27 Q I'M SORRY, EXHIBIT N, THE ONE THAT 

28 IS IN FRONT OF YOU. 
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1 MR. MALKIN: YOUR HONOR, COULD I ASK 



2 MS. STROTTMAN TO IDENTIFY WHICH OF THE 

3 STAPLED GROUPS IT IS IN? 

4 ALJ BUSHEY: WE WILL BE OFF THE RECORD. 

5 (OFF THE RECORD.) 

6 ALJ BUSHEY: WE WILL BE BACK ON THE 

7 RECORD. 

8 MS. STROTTMAN. 

9 MS. STROTTMAN: THANK YOU. 

10 Q MR. HARRISON, I'M GOING TO HAVE YOU 

11 PLEASE LOOK AT, IT IS - LIKE I SAID, IT IS 

12 16 PAGES AFTER THE TITLE PAGE. AND THE 

13 E-MAIL IS FROM JANE YURA TO FRANCIS YEE. IT 

14 IS AT 8:55 E-MAIL AT THE MIDDLE OF THIS PAGE. 

15 A YES. 

16 Q IT SAYS: FRANCIS, I'M CONCERNED 

17 WITH, IT SAYS DAVID'S 11/17 NOTE RAISING 

18 INTEGRITY ISSUES. PARTICULARLY SINCE HE WAS 

19 OUR KEY ENGINEERING WITNESS ON THE RECORDS 

20 Oil AND ANSWERED MULTIPLE QUESTIONS RELATED 

21 TO PIPE. CAN YOU PLEASE CALL, AND IT IS 

22 REDACTED, AND SPEAK TO HIM. THEN WE NEED TO 

23 HAVE OUR RECOMMENDATION. 

24 HAVE YOU SEEN THAT E-MAIL BEFORE? 

25 A I'VE SEEN IT HERE. I DON'T BELIEVE 

26 I EVER SAW IT PRIOR TO THE LAST MONTH OR SO. 

27 Q AND DID MS. YEE CALL YOU TO LET YOU 

28 KNOW THAT - OR DID MS. YEE CALL YOU ABOUT 
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1 THE ISSUES THAT YOU RAISED IN THE E-MAIL? 

2 A I BELIEVE SO, YES. I DON'T HAVE 

3 SPECIFIC RECOLLECTION OF IT, BUT... 

4 Q YOU DON'T HAVE ANY SPECIFIC 

5 RECOLLECTION OF THAT CONVERSATION WITH 

6 MS. YEE? 

7 A NO. 

8 Q ANYONE ELSE CALL YOU AND ASK YOU 

9 ABOUT THAT - THE NOVEMBER 17TH E-MAIL? 

10 A WELL, LIKE SUMEET AND I HAD SEVERAL 

11 CONVERSATIONS BACK AND FORTH ABOUT IT AND A 

12 VARIETY OF OTHER PEOPLE. I TALKED TO THE 

13 PIPELINE ENGINEERS INVOLVED. YOU KNOW, THERE 

14 IS DEFINITELY A LOT OF PHONE CALLS THAT DON'T 

15 SHOW UP IN THE E-MAIL STREAMS. 

16 Q OKAY. THEN CAN I HAVE YOU THEN 

17 PLEASE REFER TO EXHIBIT M. I'M NOT SURE IF 

18 THAT IS IN FRONT OF YOU. 

19 A NO. 

20 Q M AS IN MARY. 

21 A ALL I HAVE IS THE PACKET, THE N 

22 PACKET. 

23 Q MR. HARRISON, BEFORE I ASK YOU 



24 QUESTIONS ABOUT EXHIBIT M, DID ANY EXECUTIVES 

25 AT PG&E CALL YOU IN RESPONSE TO E-MAIL THAT 

26 YOU DRAFTED ON NOVEMBER 17TH, 2012, TO 

27 DISCUSS YOUR CONCERNS ABOUT LINE 147? 

28 A WELL, LIKE I STATED, I TALKED TO 
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1 SUMEET. SO I'M NOT SURE WHETHER YOU CONSIDER 

2 SUMEET AN EXECUTIVE, OR NOT. MAYBE HE IS. 

3 KIRK DEFINITELY IS. 

4 I WOULD NOT EXPECT A CALL FROM AN 

5 EXECUTIVE. THIS STUFF SHOULD BE GOING UP 

6 THROUGH SUMEET, PRETTY MUCH, YEAH. THAT IS 

7 THE CHAIN OF COMMAND. AND SO I'M FOLLOWING 

8 THE CHAIN OF COMMAND AS FAR AS WHO I WOULD 

9 EXPECT TO TALK TO ABOUT THESE ISSUES. 

10 Q LOOKING AT EXHIBIT M, DO YOU 

11 RECOGNIZE THE FIRST E-MAIL WHERE IT SAYS JIM 

12 TONG? 

13 A RIGHT, I DO. 

14 Q AND THE SECOND, SORRY, THE LAST 

15 SENTENCE OF THE FIRST PARAGRAPH SAYS: AT THE 

16 EXECUTIVE LEVEL, THIS SITUATION IS CONSIDERED 

17 A NEAR HIT FROM A SAFETY PERSPECTIVE THAT 



18 COULD HAVE SEVERELY DAMAGED THE COMPANY'S 

19 CREDIBILITY. 

20 DID YOU DRAFT THAT STATEMENT? 

21 A I DID. 

22 Q SO WHAT DID YOU MEAN BY THAT IF YOU 

23 DIDN'T SPEAK TO ANY EXECUTIVES OTHER THAN 

24 MR. SINGH? 

25 A WELL, THE EXECUTIVE LEVEL IS JUST 

26 A - YOU KNOW, IT IS NOT CAPITALIZED. IT IS 

27 GENERALLY REFERRING TO THE HIGHER LEVELS IN 

28 THE COMPANY. 
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1 AND THE "NEAR HIT," WAS, THIS IS 

2 GOING TO SOME GUYS THAT ARE WORKING ON THE 

3 MAOP VALIDATION. SO THIS IS FOCUSED ON THE 

4 MAOP VALIDATION. I'M TRYING TO KICK THEM IN 

5 THE FANNY TO GET THEM TO GIVE US A GOOD 

6 THOROUGH ROOT CAUSE WRITE-UP ON THIS. SO I'M 

7 TRYING TO SPUR THEM ON. 

8 THE "NEAR HIT," THE POINT THERE IS 

9 THAT WE HAD A MISTAKE ON THE MAOP VALIDATION. 

10 AND I GET ACCUSED OF BEING TOO MUCH OF A 

11 PERFECTIONIST. BUT, BY GOD, I WANT THE 



12 RECORDS RIGHT. I WANT THEM AS GOOD AS WE CAN 

13 GET THEM. IN THIS CASE, WE HAD A MISTAKE ON 

14 THE MAOP VALIDATION. AT THIS TIME, YOU KNOW, 

15 IT DIDN'T CAUSE A REDUCTION IN MAOP, BUT IT 

16 COULD HAVE VERY WELL CAUSED A REDUCTION THE 

17 MAOP. 

18 AND SO THAT IS WHAT I WAS REFERRING 

19 TO AS A "NEAR HIT." IT IS, YOU KNOW, IT IS A 

20 PHRASE THAT WE USE AT THE COMPANY. USUALLY 

21 IT RELATES TO AN AUTOMOBILE ACCIDENT, OR 

22 SOMETHING. IN THIS CASE, IT IS THE SAME KIND 

23 OF THING WHERE, YOU KNOW, THIS IS A MISTAKE 

24 WE MADE. IT COULD HAVE BEEN A PROBLEM, AND 

25 SO WE NEED TO MAKE SURE THAT IT DOESN'T 

26 HAPPEN AGAIN. 

27 Q BUT AT THAT POINT, EVEN THOUGH YOU 

28 SAID THIS IS A NEAR HIT FROM A SAFETY 
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1 PERSPECTIVE, NO ONE AT THE CPUC KNEW ABOUT 

2 THIS ISSUE ON NOVEMBER 17TH. ISN'T THAT 

3 CORRECT? 

4 A THAT IS RIGHT. 

5 Q YOU DRAFTED THIS E-MAIL IT LOOKS 



6 LIKE 2-1/2 HOURS AFTER YOU DRAFTED THE ARE WE 

7 SITTING ON A SAN BRUNO SITUATION E-MAIL? 

8 A RIGHT. 

9 Q AND I JUST WANTED TO ASK YOU A FEW 

10 QUESTIONS ABOUT YOUR ROOT CAUSE ANALYSIS. SO 

11 DID THE THOUGHT EVER CROSS YOUR MIND THAT THE 

12 WINTER SEASON IS COMING UP SO YOU SHOULD KEEP 

13 THE LINE IN SERVICE AND THEN WAIT, OR DO THE 

14 ROOT CAUSE ANALYSIS AND NOT TAKE THIS LINE 

15 OUT OF SERVICE BECAUSE OF THE WINTER MONTHS? 

16 A SO WHEN YOU SAY "ROOT CAUSE 

17 ANALYSIS," THERE HAVE BEEN SOME WRITE-UPS. 

18 CAN YOU REFER TO EXACTLY WHAT YOU ARE TALKING 

19 ABOUT? 

20 Q WELL, YOU STATE HERE IN YOUR E-MAIL 

21 EXHIBIT M ON NOVEMBER 17TH AT 1:35 P.M. THAT 

22 THE FORMAL ROOT CAUSE, YOU SAID A "FORMAL 

23 ROOT CAUSE ANALYSIS." I'M ASSUMING THAT YOU 

24 WERE REQUESTING THAT A FORMAL ROOT CAUSE 

25 ANALYSIS BE CONDUCTED, CORRECT? 

26 A YES, I UNDERSTAND. THERE IS A 

27 COUPLE OF ROOT CAUSES HERE THAT, YOU KNOW, 

28 SOME OF IT HAD TO PHYSICALLY DO WITH THE 
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1 PIPE. SO IF WE ARE FOCUSED ON THE ROOT CAUSE 

2 OF THE MISTAKES IN THE MAOP VALIDATION. 

3 SO I UNDERSTAND THAT THAT IS WHAT 

4 YOUR QUESTION WAS IN REGARDS TO, SO NOW CAN 

5 YOU REASK YOUR QUESTION? SORRY. 

6 Q YEAH. NO, I'M SORRY. 

7 BUT I GUESS WHAT I'M ASKING YOU IS: 

8 DID YOU THINK IT WAS OKAY TO KEEP THIS LINE 

9 IN SERVICE, LINE 147, BECAUSE OF THE WINTER 

10 MONTHS? INSTEAD OF SAYING, HEY, YOU KNOW, 

11 WHAT, WE NEED TO - WE NEED TO FLAG THIS TO 

12 THE CPUC AND HAVE THEM DETERMINE WHAT TO DO 

13 WITH THIS LINE? 

14 A WELL, THE - I FELT IT WAS OKAY TO 

15 LEAVE IT IN SERVICE. BECAUSE WE - WELL, AT 

16 THIS DATE IT WASN'T - IT HADN'T BEEN 

17 DECIDED. BUT WITHIN A WEEK WE DECIDED TO 

18 LEAVE IT AT 300 POUNDS THROUGH THE WINTER 

19 WHICH, AGAIN, IS FINE. 

20 AS FAR AS THE CPUC GOES, THOSE ARE 

21 THINGS SORT OF OUT OF MY PURVIEW. I MEAN 

22 THAT WOULD BE SOME LAWYERS DECIDE THAT, 

23 SOMEBODY ELSE. AS FAR AS SENDING INFORMATION 

24 TO THE CPUC, THOSE ARE ALL THINGS THAT I 

25 WOULD NOT BE MAKING A DECISION ON. 

26 Q DID YOU EVER RECOMMEND TO MR. SINGH 

27 THAT THE CPUC BE ADVISED OF THIS SITUATION? 



28 A NO, I WOULD EXPECT HIM TO MAKE 
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1 THOSE DECISIONS. IT WOULDN'T BE SOMETHING 

2 THAT I WOULD BE INVOLVED IN. 

3 Q I JUST HAVE A FEW MORE QUESTIONS, 

4 THEN I'M DONE. 

5 A OKAY. 

6 Q SO YOU ARE A TECHNICAL CONSULTANT 

7 FOR PG&E, CORRECT? 

8 A THAT IS RIGHT. 

9 Q SO YOU ARE NOT AN EMPLOYEE OF PG&E? 

10 A THAT IS RIGHT. 

11 Q AND HOW MUCH DO YOU MAKE AN HOUR AS 

12 A CONSULTANT? 

13 A 200. 

14 Q AND THEN DO YOU HAVE A CONSULTING 

15 AGREEMENT WITH PG&E? 

16 A I DO HAVE A CONTRACT. 

17 Q SO PG&E COULD CALL YOU UP AND SAY 

18 YOUR SERVICES ARE NO LONGER NEEDING, CORRECT? 

19 A THAT IS RIGHT. 

20 Q YOUR CONTRACT IS SUBJECT TO 

21 TERMINATION AT ANY TIME? 



22 A YEAH, GENERALLY. ] 

23 Q AND HOW MANY HOURS A WEEK LET'S 

24 JUST SAY IN THE LAST YEAR HAVE YOU DEDICATED 

25 TO WORKING FOR PG&E? 

26 A I DON'T KNOW IF SUMEET REALLY WANTS 

27 TO KNOW. I TYPICALLY WORK 12 TO 14 HOURS A 

28 DAY. 
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1 Q SO-I'M SORRY. AND THAT'S ALL 

2 FOR PG&E? 

3 A THAT IS ALL FOR PG&E. 

4 Q OKAY. DID THE THOUGHT EVER CROSS 

5 YOUR MIND THAT IF YOU TESTIFIED ADVERSELY TO 

6 PG&E, THAT THAT COULD RESULT IN THE 

7 TERMINATION OF YOUR CONTRACT? 

8 A YES, IT'S CROSSED MY MIND. YES. 

9 MS. STROTTMAN: THANK YOU, I HAVE 

10 NOTHING FURTHER - I'M SORRY. 

11 Q YOU DO STILL WORK FOR PG&E; 

12 CORRECT? 

13 A I DO STILL WORK FOR PG&E. 

14 Q THANK YOU? 

15 A THE ONLY PIECE I CAN ADD ON THERE 



16 IS THEY CAN GET RID OF ME, AND I CAN GET RID 

17 OF THEM. IF THEY WERE DOING SOMETHING THAT I 

18 FEEL IS REALLY UNSAFE, TO ME THAT IS A 

19 PERSONAL, ETHICAL DILEMMA. AND I WOULD 

20 LEAVE. I DON'T NEED A JOB THAT BAD. 

21 MS. STROTTMAN: OKAY. THANK YOU. 

22 ALJ BUSHEY: THANK YOU, MS. STROTTMAN. 

23 MR. MEYERS? 

24 MR. MEYERS: THANK YOU, JUDGE BUSHEY. 

25 CROSS-EXAMINATION 

26 BY MR. MEYERS: 

27 Q MR. HARRISON, I'M STEVEN MEYERS. I 

28 THINK WE MET PREVIOUSLY ON THE OIIS FOR SAN 
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1 BRUNO. GOOD AFTERNOON, AND THANK YOU FOR 

2 YOUR CANDOR. 

3 CAN YOU BRIEFLY TELL ME WHAT 

4 EXACTLY YOUR ROLE IS WITH RESPECT TO THE MAOP 

5 VALIDATION PROCESS AT PG&E? 

6 A WELL, MY ROLE HAS SHIFTED OVER 

7 TIME. SO INITIALLY WITH MAOP VALIDATION, I 

8 BASICALLY DESIGNED THE ORIGINAL PROCESS. I 

9 DESIGNED THE PFL SPREADSHEET. I WAS - I WAS 



10 THE CHIEF ENGINEER RESPONSIBLE FOR THE MAOP 

11 VALIDATION, DID A LOT OF THE TECHNICAL 

12 PIECES - DID ALMOST ALL OF THE TECHNICAL 

13 PIECES. I WAS-SERVED AND I STILL PRETTY 

14 MUCH SERVE IN THIS CAPACITY WHERE I'M SORT OF 

15 THE FINAL JUDGE ON MAOP-RELATED QUESTIONS. 

16 SO POLICY, YOU KNOW, GETS DECIDED BY THE 

17 HIGHER-UPS AT PG&E, BUT THEN IF WE HAVE 

18 QUESTIONS THAT COME UP, THEY BASICALLY BUBBLE 

19 UP TO ME. AND I'LL MAKE A FINAL DECISION ON 

20 HOW IT GOES WITHIN THE POLICY. 

21 Q THANK YOU. TO WHOM DO YOU REPORT? 

22 A RIGHT NOW I REPORT TO JOE MEDINA. 

23 Q OKAY. AND ARE YOU IN A POSITION 

24 WHERE YOU CAN DIRECT PG&E EMPLOYEES TO 

25 UNDERTAKE CERTAIN STUDIES OR ANALYSES RELATED 

26 TO THE SCOPE OF YOUR SERVICES? 

27 A YES, SOMEWHAT. I - IN REALITY, 

28 THE GROUP IS ALMOST ENTIRELY CONTRACTORS, SO 
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1 THERE'S ONLY, LIKE, ONE EMPLOYEE IN THE 

2 ENTIRE GROUP. SO-

3 Q WHAT IS YOUR RELATIONSHIP WITH 



4 MR. SINGH? 

5 A SUMEET, AS HE ALLUDED TO EARLIER, 

6 HAS NOW MOVED ON TO ANOTHER POSITION. SOI 

7 USED TO WORK DIRECTLY FOR SUMEET, AND JOE 

8 USED TO WORK DIRECTLY FOR SUMEET. AND NOW 

9 POSITIONS HAVE SHIFTED AROUND, SO JOE IS NOW 

10 RESPONSIBLE FOR MAOP VALIDATION. 

11 Q THANK YOU, MR. HARRISON. 

12 MR. MALKIN ASKED YOU A NUMBER OF 

13 QUESTIONS ABOUT A.O. SMITH PIPE, AND IN 

14 RESPONSE TO THOSE QUESTIONS - AND I'M 

15 CHARACTERIZING YOUR TESTIMONY HERE, SO IF I'M 

16 INACCURATE PLEASE CORRECT ME. BUT YOU 

17 BASICALLY SAID YOU DON'T HAVE PARTICULAR 

18 SAFETY CONCERNS ABOUT A.O. SMITH PIPE. IT'S 

19 GENERALLY GOOD PIPE, AND IT'S RELIABLE; IS 

20 THAT A FAIR STATEMENT? 

21 A THAT'S FAIR. 

22 Q IN MAKING THAT STATEMENT, YOU DID 

23 NOT MENTION ANYTHING WITH RESPECT TO A.O. 

24 SMITH PIPE THAT IS RECONDITIONED PIPE THOUGH. 

25 DO YOU HAVE THE SAME POSITION ABOUT A.O. 

26 SMITH PIPE IF IT'S RECONDITIONED PIPE? 

27 A YES, I DO. USUALLY RECONDITIONED 

28 PIPE IS ACTUALLY BETTER BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN 
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1 RECONDITIONED AND REEXAMINED AND THE GIRTH 

2 WELDS HAVE BEEN REPLACED ON IT. 

3 Q AND WHEN WAS THE RECONDITIONED A.O. 

4 SMITH PIPE THAT EXISTS IN LINE 147 ACTUALLY 

5 RECONDITIONED? 

6 A WELL, I CANT REALLY TELL YOU 

7 BECAUSE WE-WE HAVE A WEAK LINK TO 

8 POTENTIALLY RECONDITIONED PIPE. AND SO I 

9 DON'T HAVE ANYTHING THAT I CAN REALLY PUT MY 

10 FINGER ON AND TELL YOU WHEN IT WAS 

11 RECONDITIONED. RECONDITIONING OF PIPE WAS 

12 VERY COMMON DURING THE 1950S. PIPE WAS IN 

13 HUGE DEMAND. WE HAVE RECORDS IN THE FILE 

14 THAT SHOWS 60 TRUCKLOADS OF PIPE A DAY BEING 

15 SHIPPED OUT OF PLANT TO PG&E, WHICH IS JUST A 

16 HUGE AMOUNT OF PIPE COMING OUT OF THE PIPE 

17 PLANT. SO THEY WERE RUNNING OUT OF PIPE. 

18 THEY RECONDITIONED A LOT OF PIPE, AND - I 

19 DON'T KNOW IF THAT GOT YOUR QUESTION, BUT -

20 Q THAT'S VERY CLOSE TO IT. THANK 

21 YOU, SIR. 

22 SO IT WOULD BE AN ASSUMPTION ON 

23 YOUR PART - PERHAPS AN EDUCATED ASSUMPTION, 

24 BUT AN ASSUMPTION NONETHELESS THAT THIS PIECE 

25 OF A.O. SMITH PIPE THAT IS OF 1929 VINTAGE, 

SB GT&S 0255591 



26 AS YOU STATED IN YOUR E-MAIL, WAS IN FACT 

27 RECONDITIONED BY PG&E? 

28 A TECHNICALLY IT IS AN ASSUMPTION, 

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 

2934 

1 YES. AN EDUCATED ASSUMPTION IS A FAIR 

2 EVALUATION OF IT, YES. 

3 Q AND IT WOULD ALSO BE YOUR 

4 ASSUMPTION, AGAIN, A - A - AN ASSUMPTION 

5 BASED UPON YOUR EXPERTISE AS AN ENGINEER AND 

6 AS A CONSULTANT TO PG&E, THAT THE 

7 RECONDITIONING OF THAT PIPE BY PG&E AT THE 

8 TIME OF THIS SIGNIFICANT AMOUNT OF 

9 CONSTRUCTION WORK IN THEIR SYSTEM WAS 

10 CONSISTENT WITH THE RECONDITIONING 

11 REGULATIONS THAT WERE APPLICABLE AT THAT 

12 TIME? 

13 A THAT'S RIGHT. 

14 Q SO THAT'S AN ASSUMPTION AS WELL. 

15 YOU ALSO ANSWERED SOME QUESTIONS 

16 FROM MR. MALKIN CONCERNING CONTRACTS THAT 

17 PG&E ENTERED INTO TO PURCHASE A.O. SMITH 

18 PIPE. AND YOU REFERENCED VARIOUS SMYS VALUES 

19 OF THAT PIPE IN THOSE PURCHASE RECORDS BEING 



20 33,000, 35,000, 42,000 SMYS. AND YOU 

21 INDICATED AS WELL THAT THE DEFAULT, IF YOU 

22 WILL, IN THE VALUATION THAT YOU AS AN 

23 ENGINEER MAKES AND THAT THE MAOP VALIDATION 

24 TEAM MAKES IS YOU DEFAULT BACK TO THE 33,000 

25 FIGURE BECAUSE THAT'S THE MORE CONSERVATIVE 

26 VALUE. 

27 SO THAT IS BASICALLY WHERE WE HAVE 

28 RECORDS OF A.O. SMITH PIPE PURCHASED BUT WE 
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1 DON'T HAVE A SPECIFIC RECORD FOR THE A.O. 

2 SMITH PIPE THAT EXISTS IN 147, WE WILL ASSUME 

3 A VALUE OF 33,000. IS THAT A FAIR STATEMENT? 

4 A THAT'S A FAIR STATEMENT. 

5 Q OKAY. SO YOU'RE USING THE MOST 

6 CONSERVATIVE VALUES OF DOCUMENTS THAT ARE 

7 RELEVANT TO THAT TYPE OF PIPE BUT NOT 

8 NECESSARILY PARTICULAR TO THAT PIPE? 

9 A THAT IS RIGHT. 

10 Q OKAY. SO DO YOU RECALL THE SEGMENT 

11 OF PIPE REFERRED TO AS SEGMENT 180 IN LINE 

12 132 IN SAN BRUNO? 

13 A I DO. 



14 Q AND WHAT DID THE PURCHASE RECORDS 

15 SHOW REGARDING THAT PIECE OF PIPE? 

16 MR. MALKIN: OBJECTION, RELEVANCE. 

17 ALJ BUSHEY: PURCHASE RECORDS FOR 

18 LINE — 

19 MR. MALKIN: FOR SEGMENT 180 IN LINE 

20 132 IS WHAT HE'S ASKING ABOUT. 

21 MR. MEYERS: I'M TRYING TO REACH A 

22 CONCLUSION HERE. 

23 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. BUT IT BETTER 

24 INCLUDE SOMETHING THAT IS RELEVANT TO LINE 

25 147. 

26 MR. MEYERS: Q DO YOU RECALL THAT 

27 PIECE OF PIPE? 

28 A I DO. I RECALL THE SEGMENT, YES. 
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1 Q AND DID THAT PIECE OF PIPE HAVE 

2 PURCHASE RECORDS? 

3 A I DO NOT RECALL RIGHT OFF THE TOP 

4 OF MY HEAD TODAY. I - I REALLY CAN'T 

5 REMEMBER RIGHT NOW. I DON'T BELIEVE WE DID, 

6 BUT I'M NOT REALLY SURE. 

7 Q SO IF THERE WERE NO PURCHASE 



8 RECORDS, WHAT - WHAT CONSERVATIVE VALUE 

9 WOULD YOU ASSUME FOR THAT PIECE OF PIPE? 

10 YES, I KNOW, MR. MALKIN, YOU HAVE A 

11 CONCERN ABOUT RELEVANCY. BUT WHAT I'M TRYING 

12 TO GET TO HERE IS THAT AN ASSUMPTION THAT IS 

13 MADE BY A WITNESS WHO IS TESTIFYING UNDER 

14 PENALTY OF PERJURY SHOULD BE VALIDATED. AND 

15 WE'RE MAKING AN ASSUMPTION HERE ABOUT PIPE 

16 FOR WHICH WE HAVE NO PURCHASE RECORDS. I'M 

17 TRYING TO MAKE A COMPARISON BETWEEN THE 

18 ABSENCE OF PURCHASE RECORDS FOR LINE 132, 

19 SEGMENT 180 THAT EXPLODED AND KILLED EIGHT 

20 PEOPLE AND THE LACK OF PURCHASE RECORDS FOR 

21 THIS PIECE OF PIPE. 

22 MR. MALKIN: VERY DRAMATIC, VERY 

23 IRRELEVANT, PARTICULARLY IN LIGHT OF THE 

24 HYDRO TEST THAT EVERYBODY AGREES VALIDATES 

25 THE 330 PSIG. 

26 ALJ BUSHEY: WELL, IT COMPLETELY 

27 CHANGES THE FACTUAL SCENARIO. 

28 MR. MALKIN: THAT TOO. 
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1 ALJ BUSHEY: SO YOUR COMPARISON DOESN'T 



2 WORK, MR. MEYERS. I'M WONDERING IF YOU'RE 

3 TESTING ME AGAIN, SO I'M GOING TO SUSTAIN 

4 MR. MALKIN'S OBJECTION. 

5 MR. MEYERS: VERY GOOD. I'LL MOVE ON. 

6 Q MR. HARRISON, YOU SAID IN YOUR 

7 TESTIMONY THAT - THAT YOU HAD REGRETS 

8 CONCERNING YOUR NOVEMBER 17TH, 2012, E-MAIL. 

9 AND I UNDERSTOOD YOU TO SAY THAT YOUR REGRETS 

10 WERE ABOUT THE CONSTERNATION, IF YOU WILL, 

11 THAT THAT E-MAIL HAD AS OPPOSED TO THE ACTUAL 

12 REGRETS OF THE FACTUAL POINTS THAT YOU MADE 

13 IN THAT E-MAIL. IS THAT A CORRECT STATEMENT? 

14 MR. MALKIN: OBJECTION, 

15 MISCHARACTERIZES THE TESTIMONY. 

16 MR. MEYERS: Q CAN YOU CHARACTERIZE 

17 YOUR TESTIMONY FOR ME WITH RESPECT TO THE 

18 ISSUE OF REGRETS? 

19 A AGAIN, I REGRET WRITING THE E-MAIL 

20 WITH THOSE WORDS BECAUSE IT'S GENERATED A LOT 

21 OF CONSTERNATION AND - AND WORK THAT WASN'T 

22 NECESSARY. THE POINT OF THE ITEMS THAT I 

23 BROUGHT UP IN THAT E-MAIL WAS TO JUST ASK 

24 THOSE QUESTIONS AND MAKE SURE THAT WE HAD 

25 DEALT WITH THOSE QUESTIONS AND PERFORMED DUE 

26 DILIGENCE ON WHAT WE FOUND. 

27 Q AS YOU SIT HERE TODAY AND AS YOU 

28 READ YOUR E-MAIL OF NOVEMBER 17TH, WHICH IS 
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1 EXHIBIT N, DO YOU FEEL THAT THE ISSUES YOU 

2 RAISED WERE LEGITIMATE ISSUES AT THAT TIME? 

3 A THEY WERE LEGITIMATE ISSUES IN THAT 

4 WE NEEDED TO MAKE SURE THAT WE HAD ANSWERS TO 

5 THOSE QUESTIONS, YES. I THINK THE PIPELINE 

6 WAS SAFE THEN, AND I STILL THINK IT'S SAFE, 

7 BUT I WANTED TO MAKE SURE THERE WERE NO 

8 ISSUES THAT - THAT WE COULD FIND OUT THAT 

9 SOMEBODY LIKE ROSENFELD WOULD KNOW OF THAT WE 

10 WERE NOT AWARE OF. 

11 Q IN THE BODY OF THE E-MAIL YOU MAKE 

12 THE STATEMENT, "COULD THE RECENT HYDRO TEST 

13 CONTRIBUTED TO ADDITIONAL CRACKING IN THIS 

14 PIPE AND ESSENTIALLY ACTIVATED A THREAT?" IN 

15 YOUR TESTIMONY THUS FAR, YOU HAVE REFERRED TO 

16 THE CRACKING OF THE PIPE IN RELATIONSHIP TO 

17 THE LEAK SITE AND THE SEGMENT OF PIPE THAT 

18 WAS BEEN REMOVED BY PG&E FOR FURTHER TESTING 

19 FROM THE SYSTEM; IS THAT CORRECT? 

20 A THAT'S RIGHT. 

21 Q IN YOUR E-MAIL, WERE YOU REFERRING 

22 TO ANY OTHER CRACKING WITHIN THAT PIPELINE, 

23 WHICH IS ABOUT 1,400 - THAT SECTION OF PIPE 



24 THAT'S ABOUT 1,400 FEET THAT HAS NOT BEEN 

25 REMOVED? 

26 A I MEAN, I DON'T HAVE ANY KNOWLEDGE 

27 OF ANY OTHER DAMAGE OR CRACKING OR ANY OF 

28 THAT KIND OF INFORMATION. AND AGAIN, THE 
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1 HYDRO TEST SHOULD HAVE FLUSHED OUT ANYTHING 

2 THAT WAS A PROBLEM ON THE REST OF THE 

3 PIPELINE. 

4 Q SO YOU'RE SATISFIED BASED UPON YOUR 

5 REVIEW OF THE HYDROSTATIC TESTING THAT THERE 

6 IS NOT A LIKELIHOOD THAT THE HYDRO TEST 

7 CONTRIBUTED TO ADDITIONAL CRACKING OR 

8 ACTIVATING A THREAT WITHIN THE REMAINDER OF 

9 THE PIPELINE THAT HAS NOT BEEN REMOVED FOR 

10 DESTRUCTIVE TESTING? 

11 A THAT'S RIGHT. JUST TO BE CLEAR 

12 HERE, YOU'RE ASKING ME FOR MY OPINION, BUT MY 

13 OPINION IS ALSO BASED ON WHAT - WHAT THE 

14 EXPERTS HAVE SAID. I'M NOT AN INTEGRITY 

15 MANAGEMENT ENGINEER. I ASKED ABOUT THE 

16 THREATS. I KNOW INTEGRITY MANAGEMENT HAS 

17 NINE DIFFERENT CATEGORIES OF THREATS, BUT I 



18 DON'T KNOW ALL THE DETAILS. SO AGAIN, THAT'S 

19 WHY I WAS RAISING THE QUESTION, SO THE OTHER 

20 PEOPLE WHO ARE EXPERTS, SUCH AS THE INTEGRITY 

21 MANAGEMENT ENGINEERS, CAN - CAN WEIGH IN ON 

22 WHAT THEY FEEL. 

23 Q THE NEXT SENTENCE IS ACTUALLY A 

24 PARTIAL SENTENCE. "ARE WE SITTING ON A SAN 

25 BRUNO SITUATION?" AGAIN, I UNDERSTOOD YOUR 

26 EXPLANATION OF THAT TO BE NOT SO MUCH A 

27 QUESTION OF THE FAILURE OF LINE - OF 132 AND 

28 THE RESULTING FIRE THAT CAUSED DAMAGES, BUT 
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1 RATHER THE ABSENCE OF RECORDS. IS THAT WHAT 

2 YOU MEANT BY THAT, "ARE WE SITTING ON ANOTHER 

3 SAN BRUNO SITUATION?" 

4 A YEAH. AGAIN, I BELIEVE WHAT WE 

5 LEARNED FROM AN ENGINEERING MAOP PERSPECTIVE 

6 IN SAN BRUNO IS A PIPE IS NOT ALWAYS WHAT WE 

7 THINK IT IS. IF IT'S NOT WHAT WE THINK IT 

8 IS, THEN WHAT IS IT AND HAVE WE DONE WHAT WE 

9 NEED TO DO TO ENSURE IT'S SAFE. 

10 Q WELL, WHY DO WE CARE IF WE DO A 

11 HYDRO TEST? 



12 A WELL, THAT'S JUST IT. THE HYDRO 

13 TEST DID MAKE IT SAFE, BUT I WANTED TO MAKE 

14 SURE THAT WE STILL FELT - SOMEBODY LIKE 

15 ROSENFELD FELT THAT THE HYDRO TEST WAS STILL 

16 SAFE. THAT WAS THE POINT OF THE E-MAIL. 

17 THERE'S THE THINGS THAT I BROUGHT UP IN THE 

18 E-MAIL, PRESSURE REVERSALS, THOSE KIND OF 

19 ISSUES ARE UNUSUAL PHENOMENON THAT HAVE 

20 OCCURRED, VERY RARE UNDER CERTAIN 

21 CIRCUMSTANCES, AND I'M NOT THE EXPERT ON 

22 THEM. I WANT THE EXPERT TO WEIGH IN ON THEM. 

23 Q SO WHEN YOU SAID, "ARE WE SITTING 

24 ON ANOTHER SAN BRUNO," YOU WERE NOT REFERRING 

25 TO THE POSSIBILITY THAT THE ORIGINAL HYDRO 

26 TEST OF LINE 132 CAUSED A FATIGUE CRACK WHICH 

27 GREW OVER TIME? YOU WERE NOT REFERRING TO 

28 THAT? 
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1 A NO, I WAS NOT REFERRING TO THAT. 

2 Q YOUR FINAL STATEMENT IN THIS E-MAIL 

3 - I'M SORRY, THE FINAL STATEMENT OF THAT 

4 PARAGRAPH OF THE E-MAIL SAYS, "I DON'T WANT 

5 TO PANIC PEOPLE, BUT IT SEEMS LIKE WE SHOULD 



6 CONSIDER THIS AND POSSIBLY POSSIBLE - AND 

7 PROBABLY MOVE THIS PIPE UP THE PSEP PRIORITY 

8 FOR REPLACEMENT." 

9 IF MAOP VALIDATION PROCESS OPERATED 

10 AS YOU THOUGHT IT WAS OPERATING AND IF PG&E 

11 WAS TESTING TO 1.5 MAOP AND THAT HYDRO TEST 

12 WAS SATISFACTORY, WHY WOULD YOU SUGGEST IN 

13 YOUR E-MAIL THAT THIS PIECE OF PIPE BE 

14 REPLACED? 

15 A BECAUSE AT THE TIME WE WERE 

16 CONSIDERING - OPERATING IT AT 365 POUNDS 

17 AND/OR HIGHER. AND SO DEPENDING ON WHAT WE 

18 WERE GOING TO DO WITH THAT PIPELINE, WE MIGHT 

19 WANT TO CONSIDER REPLACING IT. 

20 Q YOU WERE HERE IN THE HEARING ROOM 

21 WHEN MR. JOHNSON TESTIFIED THAT THIS PIPE 

22 COULD BE OPERATED AT 400 PSIG; CORRECT? 

23 A RIGHT. 

24 Q IF THE PIPE IS OPERATED ON 400 

25 PSIG, WOULD YOU RECOMMEND THAT IT BE 

26 REPLACED? 

27 A I WOULD HAVE TO EVALUATE IT, GO 

28 BACK AND LOOK MORE CLOSELY AT IT. BUT AGAIN, 
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1 I WOULD RELY ON PEOPLE LIKE ROSENFELD AND THE 

2 INTEGRITY MANAGEMENT PEOPLE AND WHAT THEIR 

3 VIEWS WERE ON IT. AND THEY'RE SAYING THAT 

4 IT'S SAFE AT 400 POUNDS. 

5 MR. MEYERS: MR. HARRISON, THANK YOU 

6 VERY MUCH. 

7 ALJ BUSHEY: THANK YOU VERY MUCH. 

8 MR. LONG: YOUR HONOR, CAN I JUST ASK A 

9 FOLLOW-UP QUESTION ON ONE OF MR. HARRISON'S 

10 ANSWERS TO MS. STROTTMAN? 

11 ALJ BUSHEY: SURE. 

12 CROSS-EXAMINATION 

13 BY MR. LONG: 

14 Q MR. HARRISON, TOM LONG WITH TURN. 

15 EXHIBIT M, MS. STROTTMAN ASKED YOU 

16 A QUESTION ABOUT THAT. DO YOU HAVE THAT IN 

17 FRONT OF YOU? 

18 A I DO. 

19 Q AND IT'S THE - IT'S THE "NEAR HIT" 

20 SENTENCE THAT I WANTED TO ASK YOU ABOUT. AND 

21 IF I - IF I JOTTED DOWN YOUR ANSWER 

22 CORRECTLY, YOU SAID THAT WHAT YOU MEANT BY -

23 WORDS TO THE EFFECT THAT WHAT YOU MEANT BY 

24 NEAR HIT WAS THERE WAS A MISTAKE IN MAOP 

25 VALIDATION FOR THIS SEGMENT, 109, BUT AT THE 

26 TIME IT DIDN'T CAUSE A REDUCTION IN THE MAOP, 

27 AND THAT'S WHY IT WAS A NEAR HIT? 



28 A RIGHT. 
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1 Q SO DOES THAT MEAN THAT IF IT HAD 

2 CAUSED A REDUCTION IN THE MAOP, THAT WOULD BE 

3 A HIT? 

4 A I WOULD HAVE TERMED IT THAT WAY, 

5 YES, IN COMPARISON. YES. 

6 Q OKAY. SO NOW YOU REMEMBER THIS 

7 EXHIBIT. I THINK YOU WERE ASKED QUESTIONS 

8 ABOUT THIS EARLIER TODAY, EXHIBIT I, WITH THE 

9 CHART ABOUT THE CHANGES IN MA - VARIOUS MAOP 

10 PARAMETERS FROM OCTOBER 2011 TO THE CURRENT? 

11 A RIGHT. 

12 Q OKAY. IN FACT, THE - FOR SEGMENT 

13 109, THE MAOP OF DESIGN IN OCTOBER 2011 WAS 

14 437, AND THE MAOP OF RECORD WAS 396. AND NOW 

15 BY VIRTUE OF THE MISTAKE IN MAOP THAT WAS 

16 DISCOVERED, THE MAOP DESIGN HAS GONE DOWN TO 

17 330. AND AS A RESULT THE MAOP OF RECORD HAS 

18 GONE DOWN TO 330. 

19 A THAT'S CORRECT. 

20 Q SO IN FACT, ISN'T THIS A HIT? 

21 A THAT IS CORRECT, YEAH. SO AT THE 



22 TIME - AGAIN, YOU'RE ASKING ABOUT WHEN I 

23 WROTE THIS E-MAIL, AND THE TIME I WROTE THE 

24 E-MAIL, THAT'S WHY I WROTE IT THAT WAY. AND 

25 IN EFFECT, WE HAVE TAKEN THAT INTO 

26 CONSIDERATION. AND AS WE'VE DISCUSSED, WE'VE 

27 TAKEN A CONSERVATIVE VALUE FOR THE LINE, 

28 INCLUDING THE JOINT FACTOR, SO YOU ARRIVE AT 
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1 A 330-POUND MAOP. 

2 IF YOU REMOVE THE JOINT FACTOR 

3 IMPACT, YOU END UP WITH A DESIGN PRESSURE I 

4 BELIEVE AT 412. SO YOU'RE BACK OVER 

5 400 POUNDS. AND SO THAT, AGAIN, IS - YOU 

6 KNOW, THAT'S WHAT WE'VE BEEN DISCUSSING HERE 

7 THAT WE'VE BEEN TAKING A CONSERVATIVE JOINT 

8 FACTOR. WE DON'T REALLY THINK IT NEEDS TO BE 

9 APPLIED, BUT-

10 Q SO FROM YOUR PERSPECTIVE, THIS IS 

11 EXACTLY WHAT YOU DON'T WANT TO HAPPEN IN AN 

12 MAOP VALIDATION. YOU DON'T WANT TO FIND OUT 

13 THAT A SUPPOSEDLY VALIDATED MAOP NEEDS TO BE 

14 CORRECTED TO A LOWER MAOP; ISN'T THAT RIGHT? 

15 A THAT'S RIGHT. ABSOLUTELY. 



16 MR. LONG: THAT'S ALL I HAVE. THANK 

17 YOU. 

18 ALJ BUSHEY: THANK YOU, MR. LONG. 

19 EXAMINATION 

20 BY ALJ BUSHEY: 

21 Q MR. HARRISON, I HAVE A COUPLE OF 

22 QUESTIONS FOR YOU ON A COMPLETELY DIFFERENT 

23 TOPIC. HOW ARE YOU? 

24 A ALL RIGHT. 

25 Q YOU'VE BEEN - YOU'VE BEEN THROUGH 

26 A LOT, AND I WANTED TO KNOW ABOUT MORALE AND 

27 ABOUT HOW THIS ENSUING CONTROVERSY HAS 

28 SETTLED AMONG THE WORKING-LEVEL ENGINEERS AT 
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1 PG&E. I'M VERY CONCERNED THAT IT MAY HAVE 

2 UNDERMINED YOUR - I THINK YOU CALL IT YOUR 

3 QUESTIONING CULTURE. COULD YOU - COULD YOU 

4 TALK TO ME ABOUT HOW YOU'VE EXPERIENCED THIS 

5 IN THE LAST COUPLE OF MONTHS? 

6 A WELL, IT DOES GET CHALLENGING IN 

7 THAT I - I - I TALKED TO SUNIL IN THE 

8 INTERVIEW WITH SUNIL ABOUT IT A BIT. AND 

9 YEAH, THE BIGGEST COMMENT THAT I GET THAT I 



10 CAN SAY IS, YOU KNOW, THE OTHER ENGINEERS 

11 TALK ABOUT ME AND SAY, "OH, I'M NOT WRITING 

12 ANY E-MAILS." 

13 AND I THINK THAT'S A BAD THING. 

14 IT'S DEFINITELY A BAD THING BECAUSE THE 

15 PEOPLE ARE MUCH MORE WARY OF E-MAILS, AND 

16 IT'S GOING TO BE HARDER FOR THEM TO SHARE 

17 SAFETY-RELATED CONCERNS. I THINK THE COMPANY 

18 DOES SUPPORT THEM, THOUGH, AND ARE TRYING TO 

19 ENCOURAGE PEOPLE TO BRING THEM UP. AND THEY 

20 ARE BRINGING UP ISSUES. BUT IT DOES GET MORE 

21 CHALLENGING I THINK AS WE - YOU KNOW, 

22 BECAUSE MY E-MAILS MADE IT INTO THE NEWSPAPER 

23 AND THEN, YOU KNOW, I HAVE TO TESTIFY. AND 

24 NOBODY WANTS TO GO THROUGH THE GRILLING. 

25 Q RIGHT. AND IS THERE ANYTHING THAT 

26 WE CAN DO TO MAKE THE GRILLING LESS 

27 GRILL-LIKE? 

28 A I DON'T - I DON'T KNOW RIGHT NOW 
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1 OFF THE TOP OF MY HEAD. I CAN'T THINK OF 

2 ANYTHING, BUT-

3 Q BUT YOU'RE AWARE OF ALL THE 



4 WHISTLEBLOWER PROTECTIONS AND YOU FELT LIKE 

5 YOUR MANAGEMENT WAS SUPPORTING YOU? 

6 A RIGHT. YEAH. 

7 Q AND SO OTHER THAN ENABLING YOU TO 

8 SURVIVE THE PROCESS AND GO BACK AND SAY THAT 

9 IT'S — 

10 A SURVIVABLE. 

11 Q - SURVIVABLE, THAT'S ALL WE CAN 

12 DO? 

13 A YEAH, I THINK SO. I MEAN, THE 

14 MANAGEMENT DID RESPOND. THERE WAS DEBATE 

15 ABOUT THE ISSUES. WE GOT A VARIETY OF GROUPS 

16 TOGETHER. SO I MEAN, I THINK THE PROCESS DID 

17 WORK, AND SO I - I THINK THAT'S - THAT'S 

18 GOOD. 

19 ALJ BUSHEY: ALL RIGHT. THANK YOU. 

20 REDIRECT, MR. MALKIN? 

21 MR. MALKIN: MAY I HAVE A MOMENT, YOUR 

22 HONOR. 

23 ALJ BUSHEY: WE'LL BE OFF THE RECORD. 

24 (OFF THE RECORD) 

25 ALJ BUSHEY: WE'LL BE BACK ON THE 

26 RECORD. 

27 MR. MALKIN, REDIRECT? 

28 
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1 REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

2 BY MR. MALKIN: 

3 Q OKAY. MR. HARRISON, I JUST HAVE A 

4 FEW QUESTIONS FOR YOU ON TWO POINTS. 

5 ONE, IN RESPONSE TO A QUESTION FROM 

6 MS. STROTTMAN, YOU TESTIFIED THAT IF YOU 

7 TESTIFIED ADVERSE TO PG&E, PG&E COULD 

8 TERMINATE YOUR CONTRACT. DO YOU RECALL THAT? 

9 DO - HAS THAT FACT THAT YOUR CONTRACT IS 

10 CURRENTLY TERMINABLE AT WILL IN ANY WAY 

11 INFLUENCES YOUR TESTIMONY TODAY? 

12 A NO. 

13 Q HAS ANYONE FROM PG&E THREATENED YOU 

14 IN ANY WAY ABOUT EITHER YOUR E-MAIL, YOUR 

15 TESTIMONY, OR ANYTHING HAVING TO DO WITH LINE 

16 147? 

17 A NO. THEY TEASE ME ABOUT TAKING 

18 AWAY MY E-MAIL, BUT THEY'RE JUST TEASING ME. 

19 Q DO YOU AS YOU SIT HERE TODAY HAVE 

20 ANY CONCERNS ABOUT ANY RETALIATORY ACTION 

21 BEING TAKEN AGAINST YOU EITHER FOR THE 

22 E-MAIL, THE QUESTIONS YOU'VE RAISED OR YOUR 

23 TESTIMONY, OR ANYTHING RELATED TO LINE 147? 

24 A NO, I DON'T. 

25 Q YOU'VE MENTIONED IN CONNECTION WITH 



26 THAT THAT THE TERMINATION RIGHT GOES BOTH 

27 WAYS? 

28 A THAT'S RIGHT. 
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1 Q DO I UNDERSTAND CORRECTLY THAT IF 

2 YOU FELT THERE WAS A SAFETY ISSUE WITH 

3 RESPECT TO LINE 147 THAT YOU RAISED THAT PG&E 

4 REFUSED TO ADDRESS, THAT WOULD YOU EXERCISE 

5 THAT RIGHT AND STOP WORKING FOR PG&E? 

6 A THAT'S RIGHT. 

7 Q OKAY. THE LAST THING I WANT TO ASK 

8 YOU ABOUT IS THE QUESTIONS FROM MR. LONG 

9 ABOUT YOUR E-MAIL TALKING ABOUT A NEAR HIT. 

10 AND THEN YOU WENT ON TO TESTIFY THAT WHEN THE 

11 MAOP CHANGES, AS EXHIBIT I REFLECTS FOR 

12 SEGMENT 109, IN YOUR TERMINOLOGY, THAT'S A 

13 HIT. DO YOU RECALL THAT TESTIMONY? 

14 A THAT'S RIGHT. 

15 Q AND AS I RECALL, YOU EXPLAINED ALSO 

16 THAT IF - EVEN WITH THE CHANGED 

17 SPECIFICATIONS ON LINE 109 THAT IF YOU DID 

18 THE MAOP CALCULATION LITERALLY ACCORDING TO 

19 THE CODE WITHOUT THE JOINT EFFICIENCY FACTOR, 



20 THE MAOP OF DESIGN WOULD BE 412; IS THAT 

21 RIGHT? 

22 MR. LONG: OBJECTION, VAGUE. I DIDN'T 

23 HEAR THAT TESTIMONY. THAT IS A LEADING 

24 QUESTION. IT WOULD BE BETTER IF IT WERE 

25 PHRASED IN A LESS LEADING FASHION. 

26 ALJ BUSHEY: TRY AND TIE IT BACK TO 

27 SOMETHING THAT HE SAID PREVIOUSLY. 

28 MR. MALKIN: Q DID YOU TESTIFY TO WHAT 
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1 THE MAOP OF DESIGN FOR SEGMENT 109 WOULD BE 

2 IF YOU LITERALLY FOLLOWED THE CODE AND DIDN'T 

3 INCLUDE THE JOINT EFFICIENCY FACTOR THE WAY 

4 PG&E DOES? 

5 A AND YES, I DID IT ON THE TELEPHONE, 

6 SO I'M NOT SURE I GOT IT EXACT. BUT I 

7 BELIEVE IT'S 412. 412 POUNDS WOULD BE 

8 WITHOUT THE JOINT EFFICIENCY FACTOR. 

9 Q LAST QUESTION. DESPITE THE FACT 

10 THAT YOU CONSIDER A CHANGE OF MAOP ON SEGMENT 

11 109 TO BE A HIT IN YOUR TERMINOLOGY, DO YOU 

12 HAVE ANY DOUBT IN YOUR MIND ABOUT THE SAFETY 

13 OF THAT LINE OVER THE PAST TWO YEARS? 



14 A NO, I THINK THE LINE IS FINE. 

15 330 POUNDS IS PERFECTLY SAFE OPERATING 

16 PRESSURE FOR THE PIPELINE, AND SO THE LINE I 

17 THINK IS FINE. 

18 MR. MALKIN: NO FURTHER QUESTIONS, YOUR 

19 HONOR. 

20 ALJ BUSHEY: THANK YOU, MR. MALKIN. 

21 MR. LONG: YOUR HONOR, COULD I JUST ASK 

22 ABOUT THAT 412 CALCULATION? I MUST HAVE 

23 MISSED THAT. 

24 RECROSS-EXAMINATION 

25 BY MR. LONG: 

26 Q SO MR. HARRISON, TELL ME WHAT 412 

27 REPRESENTS? 

28 A SO IF YOU CALCULATE THE - THE SMYS 
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1 - THE PRESSURE THAT YOU COULD OPERATE THE 

2 PIPELINE AT, NOT OPERATING IT OUT OF CLASS, 

3 BUT IGNORE THE 0.8 JOINT EFFICIENCY FACTOR, 

4 TAKING WHAT THE CODE SAYS AT 1.0, THEN YOU 

5 GET A 412 PRESSURE I BELIEVE. 

6 Q OKAY. AND THAT WAS EARLIER TODAY 

7 THAT YOU SAID THAT? 



8 A WELL -

9 MR. LONG: ANYWAY. OKAY. I UNDERSTAND 

10 WHAT YOU'RE TALKING ABOUT. THANK YOU. THAT 

11 ANSWERS MY QUESTION. 

12 CROSS-EXAMINATION 

13 BY MS. BONE: 

14 Q A CLARIFICATION. WHICH CODE 

15 SECTION ARE YOU REFERRING TO? 

16 A WELL, WE'RE TALKING ABOUT THE 

17 DESIGN FORMULA ESSENTIALLY WITHOUT THE JOINT 

18 EFFICIENCY FACTOR IN IT, SO IT'S TWO TIMES 

19 THE SMYS TIMES THE WALL THICKNESS DIVIDED BY 

20 THE DIAMETER AND THEN TAKE 50 PERCENT OF 

21 THAT. 

22 Q SO THAT'S 192.105? 

23 A YEAH, IN EFFECT. BUT AGAIN, 

24 WITHOUT THE JOINT EFFICIENCY FACTOR IN IT. 

25 MS. BONE: UNDERSTOOD. THANK YOU VERY 

26 MUCH. 

27 ALJ BUSHEY: ANY FINAL QUESTIONS FOR 

28 THE WITNESS? 
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1 MS. STROTTMAN. 



2 MS. STROTTMAN: I JUST HAVE ONE. 

3 RECROSS-EXAMINATION 

4 BY MS. STROTTMAN: 

5 Q THANK YOU, MR. HARRISON. YOU - IT 

6 SEEMS LIKE - AND PLEASE LET ME KNOW IF I'M 

7 MISCHARACTERIZING THIS - YOUR TESTIMONY -

8 THAT YOU FEEL BADLY BECAUSE YOU THINK YOU'VE 

9 GENERATED A LOT OF WORK THAT'S NOT NECESSARY 

10 AS A FALLOUT FROM YOUR E-MAIL; IS THAT 

11 CORRECT? 

12 A THAT'S RIGHT. 

13 Q SO IF PG&E REPORTED THESE ISSUES OF 

14 LINE 147 AND 101 RIGHT AWAY TO THE CPUC, WE 

15 WOULDN'T ALL BE SITTING HERE; IS THAT 

16 CORRECT? 

17 MR. MALKIN: OBJECTION. 

18 ALJ BUSHEY: SPECULATION. TRY AGAIN. 

19 MR. MALKIN: IT'S ALSO OUTSIDE THE 

20 SCOPE OR REDIRECT. 

21 ALJ BUSHEY: WE JUST NEED ONE REASON. 

22 MS. STROTTMAN: I DON'T THINK THAT IS 

23 OUTSIDE THE SCOPE BUT -

24 Q SO MR. HARRISON, WE ARE ALL HERE, 

25 ISN'T THAT CORRECT, BECAUSE PG&E WAITED FOUR 

26 MONTHS TO TELL THE CPUC OF THESE ISSUES AND 

27 NINE MONTHS TO TELL THE PARTIES INVOLVED; 

28 ISN'T THAT CORRECT? 
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1 MR. MALKIN: OBJECTION, ARGUMENTATIVE, 

2 SPECULATIVE. 

3 MS. STROTTMAN: I DON'T THINK THAT'S 

4 ARGUMENTATIVE, AND I'M NOT SURE THAT'S 

5 SPECULATIVE. I MEAN, WE ALL KNOW WHY WE'RE 

6 HERE. 

7 ALJ BUSHEY: WELL, THEN WHY DO WE NEED 

8 TO ASK? 

9 MS. STROTTMAN: IT WOULD BE NICE FOR 

10 HIM TO ANSWER BUT-

11 ALJ BUSHEY: YES, WE'RE HERE BECAUSE OF 

12 SOME RULINGS I WROTE. 

13 MS. STROTTMAN: MY POINT IS THAT IF 

14 PG&E HAD BEEN FORTHCOMING - IT'S NOT 

15 MR. HARRISON'S FAULT THAT HE THINKS HE 

16 GENERATED A LOT OF WORK. PG&E SHOULD HAVE 

17 REPORTED THESE ISSUES TO THE COMMISSION AND 

18 THEN TO THE PARTIES, AND THEN WE WOULDN'T ALL 

19 BE SITTING HERE. 

20 ALJ BUSHEY: THANK YOU FOR YOUR 

21 PERSPECTIVE ON THAT, MS. STROTTMAN. 

22 MS. STROTTMAN: THANK YOU. ] 

23 ALJ BUSHEY: ANYTHING FINAL FOR THE 



24 WITNESS? 

25 (NO RESPONSE) 

26 ALJ BUSHEY: HEARING NONE, THEN THE 

27 WITNESS IS EXCUSED. 

28 MS. STROTTMAN, YOUR CLIENT WANTED TO 
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1 MAKE A STATEMENT. 

2 MS. STROTTMAN: YES. THANK YOU. 

3 STATEMENT OF MR. RUBENS 

4 MR. RUBENS: YOUR HONOR, I SUPPOSE I 

5 HAVE A UNIQUE ROLE HERE AS REPRESENTING A 

6 PARTY, AND I'M THE CITY ATTORNEY FOR THE 

7 CITY. I'VE BEEN THE CITY ATTORNEY FOR FIVE 

8 YEARS. IT'S NOT REALLY IN THE RECORD, BUT I 

9 WAS THE INTERIM CITY ATTORNEY FOR THE CITY OF 

10 SAN BRUNO WHEN THE DISASTER HAPPENED THERE. 

11 SO I'M INTIMATELY INVOLVED IN WHAT CAN HAPPEN 

12 WHEN A PIPELINE FAILS. IT'S CATASTROPHIC. 

13 THE CITY OF SAN CARLOS DIDN'T SEEK 

14 THIS PROCESS. IT WAS IMPOSED UPON US WHEN WE 

15 WERE PRESENTED WITH AN E-MAIL ON OCTOBER 3RD 

16 OF THIS YEAR. YOUR HONOR REACTED TO THAT AND 

17 ISSUED AN ORDER WHICH RESULTED IN THIS 



18 PROCEEDING. AND IT'S AN EXPEDITED 

19 PROCEEDING. WE HAVE ASKED FOR TIME TO HAVE 

20 OUR EXPERT FURTHER EVALUATE, AND THAT HASN'T 

21 BEEN GRANTED. PERHAPS THERE IS STILL TIME 

22 DEPENDING ON WHEN THE CPUC CONSIDERS IT. 

23 SPECIAL COUNSEL MENTION THAT REQUEST FOR 

24 FURTHER REVIEW ON THAT. 

25 THE PUBLIC IS VERY CONCERNED ABOUT 

26 THE SAFETY OF LINE 147 IN SAN CARLOS. IT 

27 RUNS THROUGH THE HEART OF THE TOWN. IT 

28 PASSES THOUSANDS OF RESIDENCES PAST. I'VE 
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1 WALKED THE LINE. MANY OF THE PLACES WHERE 

2 THE LINE IS IT'S LESS THAN 25 FEET FROM THE 

3 FRONT DOORS OF HOMES. SOMETIMES IT GOES 

4 BETWEEN PEOPLE'S YARDS. SOMETIMES IT'S RIGHT 

5 BEHIND THEIR HOUSE DEPENDING ON WHERE IT IS 

6 IN THE LINE. IT PASSES A CITY PARK. IT GOES 

7 THROUGH A CITY PARK. IT GOES THROUGH A 

8 NATURE PRESERVE. IT PASSES OVER THE HETCH 

9 HETCHY AQUEDUCT. IT'S A VERY SERIOUS LINE. 

10 ITS SAFETY MUST BE ASSURED. 

11 I THINK THE CREDIBILITY OF PG&E IS 



12 RELEVANT, WITH ALL DUE RESPECT TO YOUR HONOR, 

13 AND THAT'S BECAUSE THE REASON WE'RE HERE, AND 

14 I KNOW THIS IS ARGUMENT, BUT THE REASON WE'RE 

15 HERE IS BECAUSE IT WAS 11 MONTHS UNTIL THE 

16 CITY OF SAN CARLOS WAS GIVEN THE E-MAILS THAT 

17 WE CONSIDER RED FLAG E-MAILS. THEY MAY BE 

18 ABLE TO BE EXPLAINED AFTER THE FACT, AND 

19 THERE ARE SWORN STATEMENTS THAT TRY TO 

20 EXPLAIN THAT, BUT THE FACT IS WHEN YOU LOOK 

21 AT THE E-MAILS AND YOU SEE THEM, THERE WERE 

22 SERIOUS CONCERNS RAISED. 

23 AND PG&E, INSTEAD OF REPORTING IT TO 

24 THE CPUC AND TAKING IMMEDIATE ACTION TO 

25 COMMUNICATE IT TO THE CITY OF SAN CARLOS, 

26 WHICH MIGHT HAVE CREATED A DIFFERENT 

27 PROCEDURE HERE, THEY DECIDED TO HIDE IT. AND 

28 THEY DECIDED TO HIDE IT BECAUSE THE WINTER 
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1 SEASON. THAT'S ALL THE SWORN STATEMENTS. 

2 AND BECAUSE OF THIS RUSHED PROCEEDING I SPENT 

3 THE WHOLE WEEKEND READING THEM ALL. THEY ALL 

4 SAY FROM PG&E EMPLOYEES THE WINTER SEASON WAS 

5 A MAJOR FACTOR IN THEIR DECISIONMAKING 



6 PROCESS. 

7 SO WHAT I SEE WHEN I LOOK AT THESE 

8 SWORN STATEMENTS IS THAT PG&E DECIDED, RATHER 

9 THAN GO THROUGH A SAFETY PROCESS BECAUSE OF 

10 WHAT THEY DISCOVERED ABOUT THE TYPE OF PIPE 

11 THERE AND THE LEAK, THEY DECIDED, WE'RE JUST 

12 GOING TO GO WITH SYSTEM RATHER THAN SAFETY. 

13 THAT'S WHAT I SEE. BECAUSE THAT'S WHAT THEY 

14 WERE - THAT'S WHY THEY DELAYED. THERE CAN 

15 BE ONLY ONE EXPLANATION WHY THEY DELAYED, AND 

16 THAT'S IT. 

17 THE CITY-THE ONE POINT THAT I SAW 

18 TODAY IN THESE HEARINGS THAT I THINK NEEDS TO 

19 BE UNDERLINED IS PG&E IS RELYING ON A 

20 STANDARD THAT DOESN'T MAKE ANY SENSE. 

21 THEY'RE SAYING BECAUSE IT'S PRE-1970 PIPE 

22 THAT WAS OPERATED BEFORE 1970 THAT IT CAN 

23 HAVE A HIGHER STANDARD THAN KNOWN PIPE THAT'S 

24 IN THE GROUND. AND THAT MAKES NO SENSE TO ME 

25 AT ALL. UNKNOWN PIPE HAS - CAN RUN AT A 

26 HIGHER OPERATING PRESSURE THAN KNOWN PIPE. 

27 THAT JUST DOESN'T MAKE ANY SENSE. I THINK 

28 THAT'S PART OF WHY THE PUBLIC IS SO UPSET 
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1 ABOUT THIS BECAUSE PG&E DOES NOT KNOW WHAT'S 

2 IN THE GROUND THERE, AND THEY STILL DON'T. 

3 NONE OF THE TESTIMONY IN THESE HEARINGS HAVE 

4 SHOWN THAT THEY KNOW WHAT'S IN THE GROUND. 

5 IN FACT, THEY ADMIT THEY DON'T KNOW WHAT'S IN 

6 THE GROUND. 

7 SO IN CONCLUSION, WE HAVE REQUESTED 

8 THIS HEARING THAT WE WANT SAFE PIPELINE 

9 THROUGH SAN CARLOS. IF THAT INCLUDES 

10 REPLACING THE PIPE, IF IT INCLUDES PROPER -

11 APPLYING THE PROPER STANDARD UNTIL PG&E CAN 

12 GET THE RESOURCES AND MOBILIZE TO GET THE 

13 PIPE REPAIRED, THAT'S WHAT WE'RE AFTER IN 

14 THIS PROCEEDING. 

15 SO I WANTED TO SAY THAT FOR THE 

16 RECORD. I KNOW THAT I'M NOT TESTIMONY. I'M 

17 FULLY AWARE THAT I'M ARGUMENT, BUT BECAUSE 

18 I'M THE CITY ATTORNEY AND, YOU KNOW, LOCAL 

19 GOVERNMENT IS CLOSEST TO THE PEOPLE, I THINK 

20 I NEED TO MAKE THAT STATEMENT FOR THE RECORD. 

21 THANK YOU. 

22 ALJ BUSHEY: ALL RIGHT. THANK YOU. 

23 MR. MALKIN: YOUR HONOR, IF WE MAY. I 

24 DON'T WANT AS A LAWYER TO TAKE ON MR. RUBENS' 

25 STATEMENTS, BUT THE POINT THAT HE MAKES THAT 

26 IS REALLY IMPORTANT IS THE CONCERN OF THE 

27 PUBLIC. AND WE WOULD APPRECIATE IT IF YOU 



28 WOULD ALLOW MR. ROSENFELD TO BRIEFLY ADDRESS 
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1 THAT QUESTION TO PUT THE MIND OF THE PUBLIC 

2 AT EASE AS TO THE SAFETY OF THIS PIPELINE. 

3 ALJ BUSHEY: MR. ROSENFELD, ARE YOU 

4 PREPARED TO MAKE SUCH A STATEMENT? 

5 MR. ROSENFELD: YES, I AM. 

6 ALJ BUSHEY: YES. LET'S DO THAT. MR. 

7 ROSENFELD, PLEASE COME FORWARD. 

8 MS. STROTTMAN: YOUR HONOR, I'M SORRY. 

9 I'M GOING TO OBJECT TO THIS. HE'S ALREADY 

10 TESTIFIED. I DON'T KNOW. IT'S LIKE-

11 ALJ BUSHEY: NO. I LET MR. RUBEN MAKE 

12 A SPEECH ABOUT THE INTEREST OF THE PUBLIC. 

13 I'M GOING TO ASK MR. ROSENFELD TO COME BACK 

14 HERE AND ADDRESS THE PUBLIC. DON'T ADDRESS 

15 US. ADDRESS THE PUBLIC AND TELL THEM WHAT 

16 HIS RESPONSE AS A NATIONWIDE EXPERT IS ON 

17 THESE ISSUES. I THINK THAT'S EXACTLY TO THE 

18 POINT OF WHAT WE'RE DOING. AND MR. ROSENFELD 

19 IS UNIQUELY IN A POSITION TO ADDRESS THE 

20 PUBLIC. SO PLEASE COME FORWARD, MR. 

21 ROSENFELD. 



22 MR. MALKIN: WOULD YOU LIKE HIM TO TAKE 

23 A SEAT UP THERE? 

24 ALJ BUSHEY: YES. PLEASE BE SEATED. 

25 MR. MALKIN: OR HAVE MY SEAT? 

26 ALJ BUSHEY: MOSTLY FOR THE CONVENIENCE 

27 OF THE COURT REPORTERS. 

28 YOU REMAIN UNDER OATH. YOU HAVE 
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1 HEARD THE STATEMENT. AND I'D LIKE YOU TO 

2 CONCEPTUALLY ADDRESS YOUR COMMENTS TO THE 

3 MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC WHO LIVE NEAR LINE 147. 

4 MICHAEL ROSENFELD 

5 RESUMED THE STAND AND TESTIFIED FURTHER AS 

6 FOLLOWS: 

7 

8 THE WITNESS: SURE. YOU KNOW, THE 

9 CONCERNS ARE UNDERSTANDABLE, BUT, AND I THINK 

10 IT'S REASONABLE THAT, FOR EXAMPLE, THAT DAVID 

11 HARRISON WAS ASKING THE QUESTIONS HE WAS 

12 ASKING. I THINK THE KINDS OF-THERE ARE NO 

13 BAD QUESTIONS. THE ISSUE IS, YOU KNOW, 

14 WHAT'S-HOW DO WE KNOW THAT IT'S SAFE. HOW 

15 DO WE - YOU KNOW, IS PG&E BEING PRUDENT IN 



16 THE WAY THEY'RE APPROACHING THINGS? 

17 I THINK THAT, WELL, I'VE TRIED TO 

18 LOOK AT THE SAFETY ASPECTS OF THIS PIPELINE 

19 FROM A NUMBER OF DIFFERENT ANGLES INCLUDING 

20 WHAT WAS PROVIDED FOR IN THE REGULATIONS 

21 HISTORICALLY AND CURRENTLY. WHAT DO I 

22 INTERPRET THE CPUC'S EXPECTATIONS TO BE IN 

23 TERMS OF RE-VERIFYING THE INTEGRITY OF THE 

24 PIPELINE. YOU KNOW, CERTAINLY A LOT OF 

25 QUESTIONS HAVE COME UP ABOUT IS THE 

26 HYDROSTATIC TEST EFFECTIVE BECAUSE THERE WAS 

27 A LEAK AFTERWARDS. 

28 AND SO I TRIED TO LOOK AT IT FROM 
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1 THE STANDPOINT OF WHAT DO WE KNOW ABOUT -

2 WHAT CAN WE SAY ABOUT THE SAFETY OF THE 

3 PIPELINE HAVING BEEN HYDROSTATICALLY TESTED 

4 TO ESSENTIALLY TWICE WHAT PG&E PROPOSES TO 

5 OPERATE IT AT. AND THIS IS NOT, YOU KNOW, A 

6 HYDROSTATIC TEST. IT'S A PROOF TEST. IT'S 

7 CALLED A PROOF TEST BECAUSE IT PROVES THE 

8 ABILITY OF THE PIPE TO DO WHAT IT'S SUPPOSED 

9 TO DO. YOU KNOW, CONCEPTUALLY IT'S LIKE 



10 SAYING IF THE BRIDGE CAN HOLD AN 80-TON 

11 TRUCK, IT'S LOGICAL THAT IT CAN HOLD UP A 

12 40-TON TRUCK, AND IT DOESN'T MATTER WHAT THE 

13 BRIDGE IS MADE OUT OF. WHETHER IT'S WOOD, 

14 STONE, WROUGHT IRON OR, YOU KNOW, HIGH TEST 

15 STEEL, IT CAN DO THAT JOB. 

16 SO THE HYDROTEST, AND THIS IS--

17 THIS IS NOT RADICAL NEW SCIENCE. IT'S PRETTY 

18 WELL - WELL TROD GROUND IN TERMS OF 

19 UNDERSTANDING HOW SOMETHING LIKE A PIPELINE 

20 OR A PRESSURE VESSEL OR THINGS LIKE THAT CAN 

21 BE SAFE. SO WE KNOW IT WORKS. IT'S BEEN 

22 DONE, PRACTICED FOR DECADES. SO, AND A 

23 SUCCESSFUL TEST CAN MAKE UP FOR OR CAN HELP 

24 COMPENSATE FOR SOME THINGS THAT AREN'T KNOWN 

25 SUCH AS EVERY - THE COMPLETE DESCRIPTION OF 

26 EVERY PIECE OF PIPE. AND THAT RELIES ON THE 

27 FACT THAT THE HYDROTEST WAS PERFORMED TO A 

28 PRETTY HIGH LEVEL OVER AND ABOVE WHAT THE 
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1 PIPELINE OPERATES. 

2 SO TAKING - YOU KNOW, I KNOW THAT 

3 THE CITY OF SAN CARLOS HAS ASKED FOR A 



4 FRACTURE, FRACTURE MECHANICS OR FRACTURE 

5 CONTROL APPROACH TO THIS. WELL, THE 

6 EXPLANATION FOR WHY WHAT HAPPENED IN SAN 

7 BRUNO WOULD NOT HAPPEN HERE AS A RESULT OF 

8 DUE TO DAMAGE CAUSED BY THE TEST OR DUE TO 

9 SOME FAIRLY - FAIRLY UNCOMMON SORTS OF 

10 METALLURGICAL CONCERNS SUCH AS PRESSURE 

11 REVERSALS COMES - THE ASSURANCE OF THAT 

12 ACTUALLY COMES FROM A FRACTURE MECHANICS 

13 ANALYSIS OF WHAT YOU GET OUT OF A HYDROSTATIC 

14 TEST. AND THAT'S VERY WELL DOCUMENTED IN THE 

15 TECHNICAL LITERATURE AS WELL IF YOU WANTED TO 

16 DO YOUR OWN RESEARCH. 

17 SO I FEEL VERY COMFORTABLE ABOUT 

18 WHAT THE HYDROTEST PROVES. THE FACT THAT A 

19 LEAK OCCURRED SOMETIME AFTERWARDS IS 

20 INTERESTING, BUT YOU KNOW, IT IS NOT PROOF 

21 THAT THE HYDROSTATIC TEST DOESN'T DEMONSTRATE 

22 THE STRENGTH OF THE PIPE. 

23 SO, AND THEN THE OTHER - ANOTHER 

24 APPROACH THAT I TOOK HERE WAS THAT I KNOW 

25 THAT THE HYDROSTATIC TEST IS NOT A - IT'S 

26 NOT A SILVER BULLET. I MEAN IT DOES NOT DEAL 

27 WITH EVERY POSSIBLE CONCERN THAT COULD HAPPEN 

28 WITH THE PIPELINE OVERTIME. THERE ARE 

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 



2961 

1 THINGS THAT IT DOESN'T ADDRESS. SO I TRIED 

2 TO LOOK AT IT FROM THE STANDPOINT OF WHAT -

3 WHAT ARE THE INTEGRITY THREATS OR INTEGRITY 

4 CONCERNS THAT DO AFFECT NATURAL GAS PIPELINES 

5 AS DEMONSTRATED THROUGH CUMULATIVE INDUSTRY 

6 EXPERIENCE, THROUGH REPORTABLE INCIDENTS THAT 

7 ARE PRESENTED OR THAT ARE REPORTED TO PHMSA 

8 AND WHAT INDUSTRY GUIDELINES SAY ABOUT 

9 DEALING WITH THAT AND JUST TRIED TO WORK 

10 THROUGH EACH ONE OF THOSE. 

11 DO WE HAVE EVIDENCE THAT THERE'S A 

12 PROBLEM, OR DO WE HAVE EVIDENCE THAT ANY 

13 CONDITION HAS WORSENED IN THE LAST TWO YEARS 

14 WITH RESPECT TO THOSE PARTICULAR THINGS. AND 

15 I DON'T-I DON'T SEE EVIDENCE THAT 

16 THERE'S - THAT THERE ARE OTHER PROBLEMS 

17 AFFECTING THE PIPELINE. 

18 SO YOU KNOW, AND THEN FINALLY, I 

19 THINK I ALLUDED TO THIS ON MONDAY, I THOUGHT, 

20 WELL, KNOWING WHAT I KNOW ABOUT A.O. SMITH 

21 PIPE OR ABOUT HYDROTESTING OR PIPELINES IN 

22 GENERAL OR RISK ASSESSMENT, HOW WOULD I FEEL 

23 IF I WERE LIVING NEAR THIS PIPELINE? THERE'S 

24 A PIPELINE THAT GOES THROUGH MY NEIGHBORHOOD. 

25 IT'S NOT NEXT TO MY HOUSE. IT'S A PROPANE 

SB GT&S 0255625 



26 PIPELINE, BUT IF IT FAILED IT WOULD BE -

27 CERTAINLY BE A BAD THING. I'M CONSCIOUS OF 

28 ITS PRESENCE. SO I CERTAINLY AM ABLE TO I 
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1 THINK PUT MYSELF IN THE POINT OF VIEW OF HOW 

2 WOULD I FEEL ABOUT LIVING NEXT TO THIS 

3 PARTICULAR PIPELINE. 

4 I THINK ALL OF THE EVIDENCE POINTS 

5 TO IT BEING A SAFE PIPELINE. I DON'T THINK I 

6 WOULD FEEL TERRIBLY CONCERNED ABOUT THAT. IN 

7 FACT, THERE ARE MANY, MANY, MANY OTHER THINGS 

8 THAT PRETTY MUCH EVERYBODY HERE IN THIS ROOM 

9 IS EXPOSED TO IN TERMS OF RISK, WHETHER IT'S 

10 TRAFFIC ACCIDENTS OR FOOD POISONING OR, YOU 

11 KNOW, POOR MEDICAL TREATMENT OR THINGS OF 

12 THAT NATURE THAT ARE MUCH MORE LIKELY, 

13 PRESENT MUCH HIGHER RISKS I THINK THAN THIS 

14 PARTICULAR PIPELINE. SO THAT'S MY TAKE ON 

15 IT. 

16 ALJ BUSHEY: THANK YOU. THANK YOU, MR. 

17 ROSENFELD. ALL RIGHT. IS THERE ANYTHING 

18 ELSE TO COME BEFORE THE COMMISSION ON THIS 

19 MATTER? YOU HAVE YOUR OBJECTION ON LINE 147. 



20 MS. BONE: WE NEED TO ENTER DOCUMENTS 

21 INTO THE RECORD, AND IF POSSIBLE WE'D LIKE A 

22 FEW MINUTES OFF THE RECORD WITH PG&E TO SEE 

23 IF WE CAN STIPULATE TO MOST OF THEM AND MAKE 

24 THIS EASIER. 

25 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. WE'LL BE OFF THE 

26 RECORD. 

27 (OFF THE RECORD) ] 

28 ALJ BUSHEY: WE WILL BE BACK ON THE 
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1 RECORD. 

2 WHILE WE WERE OFF THE RECORD WE 

3 IDENTIFIED EXHIBIT O. THAT IS GOING TO BE 

4 THE FELTS TESTIMONY. SED ADVOCACY IS GOING 

5 TO PROVIDE ME A COPY OF THAT. 

6 (EXHIBIT O WAS MARKED FOR 
IDENTIFICATION.) 

7 

8 ALJ BUSHEY: EXHIBIT P IS THE ROBERTS 

9 TESTIMONY. 

10 (EXHIBIT P WAS MARKED FOR 
IDENTIFICATION.) 

11 

12 ALJ BUSHEY: AND EXHIBIT Q IS THE 

13 ROBERTS SUPPORT. 



14 (EXHIBIT Q WAS MARKED FOR 
IDENTIFICATION.) 

15 

16 ALJ BUSHEY: ARE THERE ANY OBJECTIONS 

17 TO EXHIBITS A THROUGH N? ANY OBJECTIONS TO 

18 RECEIVING A THROUGH N INTO THE RECORD? 

19 MS. BONE: WE ARE STILL WORKING ON 

20 THAT. 

21 MR. MALKIN: I BELIEVE WE MAY HAVE SOME 

22 OBJECTIONS. I'M TRYING TO - I HAVE NO 

23 OBJECTION TO A. ALTHOUGH, WE ARE TALKING 

24 ABOUT WHETHER WE NEED TO REDACT. 

25 MR. VALLEJO: NO, I WAS THINKING 

26 EXHI BIT A TO THE SAFETY-

27 MR. MALKIN: OH. 

28 MS. BONE: OH. 
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1 ALJ BUSHEY: HEARING EXHIBIT A THROUGH 

2 N. 

3 MR. MALKIN: NO OBJECTION TO A. NO 

4 OBJECTION TO-

5 MS. BONE: CAN I FILL IN, JOE, ARE YOU 

6 WORKING ON THAT? 

7 MR. MALKIN: YES. 



8 MS. BONE: ON K? 

9 SO PG&E HAS STIPULATED TO THE ENTRY 

10 OF K INTO THE RECORD, THE ONES YOU ARE ASKING 

11 ABOUT, BUT WE ARE GOING TO NEED TO REDACT IT. 

12 SO WE WILL DO A LATE FILING TO GET THAT COPY 

13 TO YOU. AND WE'VE AGREED THAT IT CAN BE 

14 FILED WITH THE REDACTION OF THE SECOND AND 

15 THIRD COLUMNS. 

16 ALJ BUSHEY: SO THE VERSION OF K THAT I 

17 HAVE SHOULD BE REMOVED? 

18 MS. BONE: CORRECT, AND WE WILL GET YOU 

19 A NEW ONE. 

20 ALJ BUSHEY: ANY OBJECTION TO ANY 

21 OTHERS? 

22 MR. MALKIN: WE ARE GOING THROUGH. 

23 WE'VE GOTTEN UP TO F, AND WE HAVE NO 

24 PROBLEMS. 

25 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. 

26 MR. MALKIN: G IS GOOD. 

27 ALJ BUSHEY: WE WILL BE OFF THE RECORD. 

28 (OFF THE RECORD.) 
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1 ALJ BUSHEY: BACK ON THE RECORD. 



2 WHILE WE WERE OFF THE RECORD 

3 EXHIBITS A THROUGH J WHICH HAVE BEEN 

4 PREVIOUSLY IDENTIFIED HAVE BEEN RECEIVED INTO 

5 EVIDENCE. 

6 (EXHIBITS A THRU J WERE RECEIVED 
INTO EVIDENCE.) 

7 

8 ALJ BUSHEY: WE WILL BE OFF THE RECORD. 

9 (OFF THE RECORD.) 

10 ALJ BUSHEY: WE WILL BE BACK ON THE 

11 RECORD. 

12 WHILE WE WERE OFF RECORD WE 

13 ADDRESSED EXHIBIT K. IT HAS BEEN REMOVED 

14 FROM THE DOCUMENTS OFFERED IN HEARING. 

15 MS. BONE: THAT IS NOT EXACTLY RIGHT. 

16 THE K THAT WE TALKED ABOUT EARLIER IS STILL 

17 THERE. THE ONE ON THE MARINE STANDARDS. 

18 MR. MALKIN: THAT WAS MY ERROR. IT HAD 

19 ORIGINALLY BEEN MARKED AS K, BUT THEN IT WAS 

20 WITHDRAWN AND K WAS USED FOR THIS OTHER 

21 EXHIBIT THAT WE HAVE NO OBJECTION TO WITH THE 

22 AGREED REDACTION OF TWO COLUMNS. THAT WOULD 

23 ALLOW ONE TO PRECISELY IDENTIFY LOCATIONS OF 

24 THE PIPE. 

25 ALJ BUSHEY: THAT IS WHAT I UNDERSTOOD. 

26 SO EXHIBIT K THAT HAS BEEN PROVIDED TO ME HAS 

27 BEEN REMOVED FROM THE RECORD. A LATE-FILED 

28 REVISED EXHIBIT K WITH TWO COLUMNS REDACTED 
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1 WILL BE PROVIDED TO ME. 

2 WE WILL BE OFF THE RECORD. 

3 (OFF THE RECORD.) 

4 ALJ BUSHEY: WE WILL BE BACK ON THE 

5 RECORD. 

6 WHILE WE WERE OFF THE RECORD WE 

7 DISCUSSED EXHIBIT N. THE ONLY PORTION OF 

8 EXHIBIT N THAT WAS USED AS A 

9 CROSS-EXAMINATION EXHIBIT WAS THE FIRST PAGE. 

10 I'M REMOVING THE OTHER PAGES FROM EXHIBIT N. 

11 WE WILL RECEIVE THE FIRST PAGE ONLY INTO THE 

12 RECORD. 

13 (EXHIBIT N WAS RECEIVED INTO 
EVIDENCE.) ] 

14 

15 MS. BONE: YOUR HONOR, THERE'S AN 

16 ADDITIONAL EXHIBIT THAT WE DON'T HAVE THAT 

17 NEEDS TO BE GIVEN A - A LETTER. 

18 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. CAN WE DO THAT WHEN 

19 WE GET TO THE END OF THE LETTERS BECAUSE 

20 WE'VE GOT THINGS THAT HAVE A LETTER THAT 

21 AREN'T IN THE RECORD? 

22 EXHIBIT N? 

23 MR. MALKIN: EXHIBIT N WE OBJECT TO. 



24 IT'S A MISHMASH OF THINGS, VERY LITTLE OF 

25 WHICH WAS THE SUBJECT OF ANY QUESTIONING. IF 

26 IT GETS BOILED DOWN TO THE THINGS THAT WERE 

27 ACTUALLY USED IN THE HEARING, THEN - AND I 

28 - I DON'T INCLUDE THE ONE WHERE THE WITNESS 
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1 SAID, "I DON'T RECOGNIZE IT," THEN WE 

2 WOULDN'T OBJECT. 

3 MR. LONG: YOUR HONOR, I DON'T 

4 UNDERSTAND THIS PRINCIPLE THAT PG&E IS USING. 

5 THEY'RE E-MAILS. IS THERE SOMETHING THAT 

6 THEY'RE WORRIED ABOUT? 

7 MR. GRUEN: YOUR HONOR, IN ADDITION TO 

8 THAT, I ASKED MR. HARRISON EXPLICITLY IF 

9 THERE WAS ANY DOCUMENT IN HERE WITH WHICH HE 

10 WAS NOT FAMILIAR. 

11 ALJ BUSHEY: THAT'S NOT THE BASIS FOR 

12 GETTING SOMETHING IN THE RECORD AS A 

13 CROSS-EXAMINATION EXHIBIT. YOU HAVE TO ASK 

14 CROSS-EXAMINATION ON IT. 

15 MR. GRUEN: AND I DID ASK 

16 CROSS-EXAMINATION ON EACH AND EVERY DOCUMENT 

17 IN THIS EXHIBIT, YOUR HONOR. AND I ASKED 



18 MR. HARRISON. I ASKED EXTENSIVE QUESTIONS OF 

19 BOTH MR. JOHNSON AND MR. SINGH. I'M NOT 

20 FOLLOWING THE EXACT GROUNDS OF THE OBJECTION 

21 - THE BASIS FOR MR. MALKIN'S OBJECTION ON 

22 THIS. 

23 ALJ BUSHEY: SO MR. MALKIN, YOU'RE 

24 DISPUTING COUNSEL'S ASSERTION THAT QUESTIONS 

25 WERE ASKED REGARDING EACH ONE OF THESE SEVEN 

26 PACKETS. 

27 MR. MALKIN: YES. I THINK THE RECORD 

28 WILL ACCURATELY REFLECT THAT THERE WERE 
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1 QUESTIONS ABOUT SOME OF THESE. THERE WAS THE 

2 BLANKET QUESTION, WHICH AS YOU SAID DOESN'T 

3 ESTABLISH THE BASIS FOR ADMISSION. THERE 

4 WERE SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT CERTAIN OF THESE 

5 DOCUMENTS, AND AS I SAID, IF THIS GETS BOILED 

6 DOWN TO THOSE, WE WOULD NOT HAVE AN 

7 OBJECTION. 

8 ALJ BUSHEY: AND WHO WOULD YOU ENVISION 

9 DOING THIS BOILING-DOWN PROCESS? 

10 MR. MALKIN: I WOULD ENVISION SED 

11 ADVOCACY DOING IT IN THE FIRST INSTANCE, AND 



12 OUR LOOKING AT IT AND CONCURRING. 

13 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. HOW SOON CAN YOU DO 

14 THAT, MR. GRUEN? 

15 MR. GRUEN: YOUR HONOR, I'M NOT CLEAR. 

16 I EXPLICITLY - AND THE RECORD WILL REFLECT 

17 THAT I ASKED QUESTIONS ABOUT EVERY DOCUMENT. 

18 ALJ BUSHEY: THEN IT WILL BE VERY 

19 QUICK. AND YOU'LL JUST GO THROUGH THE - THE 

20 TRANSCRIPT WITH PAGE CITATIONS FOR EACH ONE 

21 AND YOU'LL SEND IT INTO THEM AND THE WHOLE 

22 THING WILL COME IN. 

23 MR. GRUEN: UNDERSTOOD, YOUR HONOR. I 

24 WILL WORK TO TURN THAT AROUND BY THE END OF 

25 THE WEEK. 

26 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. ALL RIGHT. SO THAT 

27 WILL TAKE CARE OF EXHIBIT N. 

28 AND O IS THE FELTS TESTIMONY. PIS 
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1 ROBERTS'TESTIMONY. Q IS THE ROBERTS 

2 SUPPORT. THAT BRINGS US TO AN UNALLOCATED 

3 LETTER, WHICH WOULD BE R. MS. BONE? 

4 MS. BONE: R. AND PG&E HAS NOW 

5 STIPULATED THAT THE EXHIBIT MR. ROBERTS 



6 SOUGHT TO PUT IN ON MONDAY, WHICH HAD AN 

7 EXCERPT FROM THE PRUPF CAN NOW BE ADMITTED 

8 BECAUSE THE ENTIRE DOCUMENT WAS INCLUDED IN 

9 THE RECENT PSEP UPDATE PROCEEDING. 

10 ALJ BUSHEY: SO THAT'S GOING TO BE 

11 EXHIBIT R. 

12 (EXHIBIT NO. R WAS MARKED FOR 
IDENTIFICATION.) 

13 

14 (EXHIBIT NO. R [LATE-FILED] WAS 
RECEIVED INTO EVIDENCE.) 

15 

16 MS. BONE: YES. 

17 ALJ BUSHEY: CAN I HAVE A COPY OF IT? 

18 MS. BONE: I DON'T HAVE IT NOW SO IT 

19 WILL BE LATE-FILED. 

20 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. ANY OTHER 

21 DOCUMENTS? 

22 MR. GRUEN: YOUR HONOR, MAY I JUST 

23 CLARIFY THAT IN THE CASE OF EXHIBIT O, IT 

24 INCLUDES BOTH MS. FELTS'S TESTIMONY AS WELL 

25 AS THE EXHIBITS THAT ARE REFERENCED BY HER 

26 TESTIMONY? 

27 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. 

28 MS. STROTTMAN: AND YOUR HONOR WE WANT 
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1 TO LATE-FILE DR. STEVICK'S TESTIMONY. 

2 APPARENTLY THERE IS SOME CONFIDENTIAL 

3 INFORMATION IN THERE. 

4 ALJ BUSHEY: WHAT ARE YOU GOING TO DO 

5 ABOUT THAT CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION? 

6 MS. STROTTMAN: GIVE IT TO PG&E TO 

7 REDACT IT. ALTHOUGH WE DON'T THINK IT IS 

8 CONFIDENTIAL, BUT APPARENTLY JUST TWO LINES 

9 NEED TO BE REDACTED. 

10 ALJ BUSHEY: SO DR. STEVICK'S 

11 TESTIMONY. 

12 MS. STROTTMAN: MR. MALKIN DID 

13 STIPULATE TO US ENTERING IT INTO TESTIMONY, 

14 BUT I JUST WANT TO MAKE SURE YOU SEE IT AND 

15 MAKE SURE ALL THE REDACTIONS ARE IN THERE. 

16 ALJ BUSHEY: YOU'VE GOT FIVE DAYS TO DO 

17 THAT. IT WILL BE LATE-FILED EXHIBITS. 

18 MS. STROTTMAN: S? 

19 ALJ BUSHEY: FILE IT AS REDACTED I 

20 DON'T WANT IT UNDER SEAL. JUST EVERYTHING 

21 REDACTED. 

22 (EXHIBIT NO. S WAS MARKED FOR 
IDENTIFICATION.) 

23 

24 (EXHIBIT NO. S [LATE-FILED] WAS 
RECEIVED INTO EVIDENCE.) 

25 

26 MS. BONE: YOUR HONOR, I HAD AN 

27 OVERSIGHT. WITH REGARD TO MR. ROBERTS' 



28 TESTIMONY, WHICH IS NOW MARKED AS EXHIBIT P 
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1 AND ENTERED INTO THE RECORD, THERE IS ONE 

2 VERY MINOR ERRATA THAT I WANTED TO BRING TO 

3 PARTIES'S ATTENTION. I'M NOT GOING TO DO A 

4 FORMAL FILING ON IT. IT'S FOOTNOTE 75 SHOULD 

5 BE THE SAME AS FOOTNOTE 74. 

6 ALJ BUSHEY: WHAT PAGE IS THAT ON? 

7 MS. BONE: TOWARDS THE END ON PAGE 19. 

8 ALJ BUSHEY: SO FOOTNOTE 75 SHOULD BE 

9 IBID. 

10 MS. BONE: YEAH, IBID. 

11 ALJ BUSHEY: ALL RIGHT. I MADE THAT 

12 CORRECTION IN THE OFFICIAL RECORD. 

13 ANY FURTHER EXHIBITS? 

14 MR. MALKIN: YES, YOUR HONOR. WE HAVE 

15 ONE. WE WOULD LIKE TO MARK THE WORKSHOP 

16 SUMMARY THAT WE SENT OUT THAT WAS COMMENTED 

17 ON BY BOTH MR. ROBERTS AND MR. SINGH IN THE 

18 DISCUSSION THIS MORNING GIVEN THAT THEY BOTH 

19 TALKED ABOUT IT. 

20 ALJ BUSHEY: OKAY. EXHIBIT T. IS 

21 ANYBODY GOING TO OBJECT TO THAT? 



22 MS. PAULL: WE OBJECT AND IF IT'S GOING 

23 TO COME IN WE'VE PREPARED A VERSION -

24 ALJ BUSHEY: WE'LL BE OFF THE RECORD. 

25 (OFF THE RECORD) 

26 ALJ BUSHEY: WE'LL BE BACK ON THE 

27 RECORD. 

28 WHILE WE WERE OFF THE RECORD, WE 
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1 AGREED TO MARK AS EXHIBIT T THE WORKSHOP 

2 SUMMARY PRESENTED BY PG&E. IT WILL ONLY BE 

3 MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION AND NOT MOVED INTO 

4 THE EVIDENTIARY RECORD. 

5 (EXHIBIT NO. T WAS MARKED FOR 
IDENTIFICATION.) 

6 

7 ALJ BUSHEY: WE'LL BE OFF THE RECORD. 

8 (OFF THE RECORD) 

9 ALJ BUSHEY: WE'LL BE BACK ON THE 

10 RECORD. 

11 EXHIBIT U IS ORA'S VERSION OF THE 

12 WORKSHOP SUMMARY. IT'S IDENTIFIED FOR THE 

13 RECORD, BUT NOT RECEIVED INTO EVIDENCE. 

14 IS THERE ANYTHING FURTHER TO ADD 

15 INTO THE RECORD? 



16 (EXHIBIT NO. U WAS MARKED FOR 
IDENTIFICATION.) 

17 

18 MS. BONE: YOUR HONOR, IF THERE ARE NO 

19 FURTHER EXHIBITS TO ADD TO THE RECORD, I 

20 THOUGHT IT WOULD BE HELPFUL TO GET SOME 

21 CONFIRMATION ABOUT CERTAIN OTHER THINGS JUST 

22 TO ENSURE THAT WE ALL AGREE THAT THEY ARE ON 

23 THE RECORD, THAT THERE MIGHT BE SOME OPEN 

24 ISSUES HERE. 

25 IS PG&E'S VERIFIED STATEMENT 

26 CONSIDERED TO BE ON THE RECORD OF THIS 

27 PROCEEDING? 

28 ALJ BUSHEY: IT'S BEEN FILED AND 
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1 SERVED. 

2 MS. BONE: SO THE ANSWER IS YES? 

3 ALJ BUSHEY: YES. 

4 MS. BONE: AND THE SAME WITH SED'S 

5 CONCURRENTS? 

6 ALJ BUSHEY: YES. 

7 MS. BONE: OKAY. AND ALL OF THE 

8 DOCUMENTS THAT MR. SINGH ALSO FILED FOLLOWING 

9 UP ON PG&E'S VERIFIED STATEMENTS? MR. 



10 SINGH'S DOCUMENTS-

11 ALJ BUSHEY: HIS SUPPLEMENTS THAT WERE 

12 FILED AND SERVED. 

13 MS. BONE: SUPPLEMENTS, ET CETERA. 

14 ALJ BUSHEY: YES. 

15 MS. BONE: AND LASTLY WITH REGARD TO 

16 THE DOCUMENTS THAT ARE GENERALLY IN THE PSEP 

17 PROCEEDING, THIS RULEMAKING, ARE THEY 

18 CONSIDERED TO BE PART OF THE RECORD OF THIS 

19 PROCEEDING? OR DO YOU SEPARATE - DO YOU 

20 DESIGNATE THE OSCS AS SOMETHING DIFFERENT? 

21 ALJ BUSHEY: THIS IS NOT AN OSC. THIS 

22 IS A RE-PRESSURIZATION. 

23 MS. BONE: SO YOU BELIEVE THAT ALL THE 

24 RECORDS THAT ARE IN THE PSEP PROCEEDING ARE 

25 PART OF THE RECORDS OF THIS PROCEEDING? 

26 ALJ BUSHEY: I DON'T SEE WHY NOT. 

27 MS. BONE: WONDERFUL. THANK YOU. 

28 MR. MALKIN: WELL, THAT - THAT OPENS 
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1 UP TWO-AND-A-HALF YEARS WORTH OF THINGS THAT 

2 -WHATEVER. 

3 ALJ BUSHEY: WE CAN'T IGNORE THEM. 



4 THEY'RE HERE. 

5 ANYTHING FURTHER? 

6 MS. PAULL: YES, YOUR HONOR I WOULD 

7 LIKE THE RECORD TO REFLECT THAT WHILE WE WERE 

8 OFF THE RECORD, I RENEWED MY REQUEST TO HAVE 

9 THE SAFETY CERTIFICATION - PG&E'S SAFETY 

10 CERTIFICATION CONSISTING OF EXHIBIT A AND B, 

11 THE TWO EXHIBITS THAT WERE FILED OCTOBER 11TH 

12 AND - RATHER, SERVED OCTOBER 11TH AND 

13 16TH - THAT THEY BE MADE PART OF THE RECORD 

14 AND THAT YOU DENIED THAT REQUEST. 

15 ALJ BUSHEY: YES, CONSISTENT WITH OUR 

16 PAST PRACTICE IN DEALING WITH PRESSURIZATION, 

17 THAT INFORMATION IS NOT INCLUDED IN THE 

18 FORMAL RECORD. 

19 IS THERE ANYTHING FURTHER TO COME 

20 BEFORE THE COMMISSION? 

21 MS. STROTTMAN: YES. 

22 MR. GRUEN: YOUR HONOR, MAY SED DO A 

23 LATE-SERVED - LATE SERVICE OF EXHIBIT O, 

24 WHICH IS MS. FELTS' TESTIMONY. 

25 ALJ BUSHEY: YES, I ALREADY INDICATED 

26 THAT. 

27 MS. STROTTMAN: YOUR HONOR, I'M SORRY. 

28 ARE YOU GOING TO OUTLINE A BRIEFING SCHEDULE? 
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1 ALJ BUSHEY: NO, THERE'S NO BRIEFING. 

2 MS. STROTTMAN: OH, THAT'S RIGHT. 

3 YOU'RE GOING TO ISSUE YOUR PROPOSED DECISION. 

4 ALJ BUSHEY: RIGHT. 

5 MS. STROTTMAN: AND THEN WE CAN FILE 

6 COMMENTS-

7 ALJ BUSHEY: COMMENTS ON IT. 

8 MS. STROTTMAN: - ON THE PROPOSED 

9 DECISION. 

10 ALJ BUSHEY: AT THIS POINT, I DON'T 

11 KNOW HOW REALISTIC HITTING THE DECEMBER 5TH 

12 AGENDA WILL BE. 

13 MS. STROTTMAN: OKAY. 

14 ALJ BUSHEY: BUT CERTAINLY NO LATER 

15 THAN DECEMBER 19TH. WHEN THE PROPOSED 

16 DECISION COMES OUT, YOU WILL HAVE - OUR 

17 PRACTICE HAS BEEN A FEW DAYS. AND BY A FEW, 

18 I MEAN BETWEEN THREE AND FIVE DAYS TO FILE 

19 ONE ROUND OF COMMENTS ON IT. 

20 MS. STROTTMAN: AND, YOUR HONOR, I HAVE 

21 A PROCEDURAL QUESTION. THE CITY OF SAN 

22 CARLOS IS INTERESTED IN SOME SORT OF ORDER 

23 THAT IF PG&E DISCOVERS SOME SORT OF LEAK ON 

24 LINE 47 THAT PG&E REPORT IT TO SAN CARLOS. 

25 DO YOU SUGGEST A WAY -



26 ALJ BUSHEY: I SUGGEST THAT THE MAYOR 

27 OF SAN CARLOS CARL KIRK JOHNSON AND MAKE THAT 

28 REQUEST. 
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1 MS. STROTTMAN: SO THAT ORDER CANNOT 

2 COME FROM THE CPUC? 

3 ALJ BUSHEY: WELL, IT COULD, BUT 

4 THEY'LL ALMOST CERTAINLY VOLUNTARILY TELL YOU 

5 THAT. 

6 MS. STROTTMAN: I DON'T KNOW ABOUT 

7 THAT, BUT -

8 ALJ BUSHEY: WELL, WHY, DON'T YOU START 

9 WITH — 

10 MS. STROTTMAN: ESPECIALLY AFTER-

11 ALJ BUSHEY: WHY DON'T YOU START WITH A 

12 SIMPLE REQUEST TO THEIR EXECUTIVES, AND IF 

13 THEY TURN YOU DOWN, THEN YOU CAN FILE A 

14 MOTION IN THIS DOCKET. 

15 MS. STROTTMAN: OKAY. THANK YOU. 

16 ALJ BUSHEY: ANYTHING FURTHER? 

17 HEARING NONE THEN, THE RECORD IS 

18 CLOSED ON THE COMMISSION'S CONSIDERATION OF 

19 LINE 1 — 



20 MS. PAULL: NO. AREN'T THERE 

21 LATE-FILED EXHIBITS SCHEDULED TO COME IN? 

22 ALJ BUSHEY: WE JUST WENT OVER THAT. 

23 WITH THE LATE-FILED EXHIBITS, THE RECORD IS 

24 CLOSED. 

25 MS. PAULL: OH, WITH THE LATE FILED 

26 EXHIBITS. 

27 ALJ BUSHEY: WITH THE LATE-FILED 

28 EXHIBITS, THE RECORD IS CLOSED ON THE 
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1 RE-PRESSURIZATION OF LINE 147. 

2 THE REPORTER: I'M SORRY. WE'RE ON THE 

3 RECORD. 

4 ALJ BUSHEY: AND THIS MATTER IS 

5 SUBMITTED FOR COMMISSION CONSIDERATION. 

6 IS THERE ANYTHING FURTHER TO COME 

7 BEFORE THE COMMISSION TODAY? HEARING NONE, 

8 THEN THIS EVIDENTIARY HEARING IS CONCLUDED, 

9 AND THE COMMISSION IS ADJOURNED. THANK YOU. 

10 (WHEREUPON, AT THE HOUR OF 
4:57 P.M., THIS MATTER HAVING BEEN 

11 CONCLUDED, THE COMMISSION THEN 
ADJOURNED.) 

12 



14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 

2978 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

OF THE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

) 
) 

ORDER INSTITUTING RULEMAKING ON THE ) 
COMMISSION'S OWN MOTION TO ADOPT NEW ) 
SAFETY AND RELIABILITY REGULATIONS ) RULEMAKING 



FOR NATURAL GAS TRANSMISSION AND ) 11-02-019 
DISTRIBUTION PIPELINES AND RELATED ) 
RATEMAKING MECHANISMS. ) 

) 
) 

CERTIFICATION OF TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDING 

I, ALEJANDRINA E. SHORI, CERTIFIED SHORTHAND 

REPORTER NO. 8856, IN AND FOR THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE PAGES OF THIS TRANSCRIPT 

PREPARED BY ME COMPRISE A FULL, TRUE AND CORRECT 

TRANSCRIPT OF THE TESTIMONY AND PROCEEDINGS HELD IN 

THE ABOVE-CAPTIONED MATTER ON NOVEMBER 20, 2013. 

I FURTHER CERTIFY THAT I HAVE NO INTEREST IN THE 

EVENTS OF THE MATTER OR THE OUTCOME OF THE PROCEEDING. 

EXECUTED THIS 20TH DAY OF NOVEMBER, 2013. 

ALEJANDRINA E. SHORI 
CSR NO. 8856 
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

OF THE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

) 
) 

ORDER INSTITUTING RULEMAKING ON THE ) 
COMMISSION'S OWN MOTION TO ADOPT NEW ) 
SAFETY AND RELIABILITY REGULATIONS ) RULEMAKING 
FOR NATURAL GAS TRANSMISSION AND ) 11-02-019 



DISTRIBUTION PIPELINES AND RELATED ) 
RATEMAKING MECHANISMS. ) 

) 
) 

CERTIFICATION OF TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDING 

I, ANA M. GONZALEZ, CERTIFIED SHORTHAND REPORTER 

NO. 11320, IN AND FOR THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA DO 

HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE PAGES OF THIS TRANSCRIPT 

PREPARED BY ME COMPRISE A FULL, TRUE AND CORRECT 

TRANSCRIPT OF THE TESTIMONY AND PROCEEDINGS HELD IN 

THE ABOVE-CAPTIONED MATTER ON NOVEMBER 20, 2013. 

I FURTHER CERTIFY THAT I HAVE NO INTEREST IN THE 

EVENTS OF THE MATTER OR THE OUTCOME OF THE PROCEEDING. 

EXECUTED THIS 20TH DAY OF NOVEMBER, 2013. 

ANA M. GONZALEZ 
CSR NO. 11320 
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

OF THE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

) 
) 

ORDER INSTITUTING RULEMAKING ON THE ) 
COMMISSION'S OWN MOTION TO ADOPT NEW ) 
SAFETY AND RELIABILITY REGULATIONS ) RULEMAKING 
FOR NATURAL GAS TRANSMISSION AND ) 11-02-019 
DISTRIBUTION PIPELINES AND RELATED ) 



RATEMAKING MECHANISMS. 
) 
) 

) 

CERTIFICATION OF TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDING 

I, THOMAS C. BRENNEMAN, CERTIFIED SHORTHAND 

REPORTER NO. 9554, IN AND FOR THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE PAGES OF THIS TRANSCRIPT 

PREPARED BY ME COMPRISE A FULL, TRUE AND CORRECT 

TRANSCRIPT OF THE TESTIMONY AND PROCEEDINGS HELD IN 

THE ABOVE-CAPTIONED MATTER ON NOVEMBER 20, 2013. 

I FURTHER CERTIFY THAT I HAVE NO INTEREST IN THE 

EVENTS OF THE MATTER OR THE OUTCOME OF THE PROCEEDING. 

EXECUTED THIS 20TH DAY OF NOVEMBER, 2013. 

THOMAS C. BRENNEMAN 
CSR NO. 9554 
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

OF THE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

) 
) 

ORDER INSTITUTING RULEMAKING ON THE ) 
COMMISSION'S OWN MOTION TO ADOPT NEW ) 
SAFETY AND RELIABILITY REGULATIONS ) RULEMAKING 
FOR NATURAL GAS TRANSMISSION AND ) 11-02-019 
DISTRIBUTION PIPELINES AND RELATED ) 
RATEMAKING MECHANISMS. ) 



CERTIFICATION OF TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDING 

I, WENDY M. PUN, CERTIFIED SHORTHAND REPORTER 

NO. 12891, IN AND FOR THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA DO 

HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE PAGES OF THIS TRANSCRIPT 

PREPARED BY ME COMPRISE A FULL, TRUE AND CORRECT 

TRANSCRIPT OF THE TESTIMONY AND PROCEEDINGS HELD IN 

THE ABOVE-CAPTIONED MATTER ON NOVEMBER 20, 2013. 

I FURTHER CERTIFY THAT I HAVE NO INTEREST IN THE 

EVENTS OF THE MATTER OR THE OUTCOME OF THE PROCEEDING. 

EXECUTED THIS 20TH DAY OF NOVEMBER, 2013. 

WENDY M. PUN 
CSR NO. 12891 


